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. THIRD FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT
CONROE CREOSOTING COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
EPA ID#: TXD008091951
CONROE, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, TEXAS

This memorandum documents the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s performance, determinations and
approval of the Conroe Creosoting Company Superfund site (Site) third five-year review under Section 121 (c) of
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, 42 U.S. Code Section 9621 (c), as
provided in the attached Third Five-Year Review Report (FYR).

.Summary of the Third Five-Year Review Report
This is the third FYR for the Conroe Creosoting Co. Superfund site. A wood-treating facility operated at the Site
from 1946 to 1997. EPA conducted a time-critical removal action at the Site in 2002 and 2003. The removal
action addressed surface media, including sediment in Stewart’s Creek, and included construction of a Resource -
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) vault to contain wastes. EPA selected a final remedy in a 2003 Record
of Decision. The sitewide remedy includes monitored natural attenuation of groundwater, long-term maintenance
of the RCRA vault, and implementation of institutional controls to restrict land use and control eXposures. The
remedy has been implemented. Groundwater monitoring and maintenance of the RCRA vault are currently
ongoing. Groundwater contamination is contained within the site boundaries. Institutional controls are in place.
There are currently no known exposures to contaminated groundwater.

Environmental Indicators

Human Exposure Status: Human exposures are under control.

Contaminated Groundwater Status: Groundwater migration is under control.

Sitewide Ready for Reuse: The Site achieved Sitewide Ready-for Anticipated Use status on January 7, 2013.

Actions Needed :
The following actions must be taken for the remedy to be protective in the long term:

e Additional data collection is needed as part of the re-evaluation of the dioxin soil cleanup. It is currently
unknown whether unacceptable exposure to dioxin exists on-site or in Stewarts Creek. Data from this
sampling will be used to determine if residual soil dioxin levels are protective of human health based
upon the new 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin RfD.

Determination - '

I have determined that the selected remedy for the Conroe Creosoting Company Superfund Site is protective in
the short term. The remedy is considered protective because there are no on-site workers, thus there is no current
on-site exposure. The recommendations and follow-up actions identified in this Five-Year Review should be
addressed for long-term remedy protectiveness of human health and the environment.

et &W@&/ < 7/0)i8_

Carl E. Edlund, P.E. Date
Director, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6
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ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS

THIRD FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT
CONROE CREOSOTING COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
EPA ID#: TXD008091951
CONROE, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, TEXAS

Issues and Recpmmendations Identified in the FYR:

OU: Sitewide

/ ‘

Issue Category: Remedy Performance

Issue: The EPA released the final non-cancer dioxin reassessment publishing a
non-cancer toxicity value, or reference dose (RfD), for 2,3,7,8-
tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) in the Integrated Risk Information
System (IRIS) in February of 2012. Following completion of the time critical
removal action in 2003, confirmation samples were not analyzed for 2,3,7,8-
TCDD. In addition, confirmation samples were not collected in excavated areas of
Stewarts Creek. Therefore, there is no data available to compare residual soil
exposure levels to the RfD. '

Recommendation: Additional data collection is needed as part of the re-
evaluation of the dioxin soil cleanup. It is currently unknown whether
unacceptable exposure to dioxin would exist on-site for a future industrial land
use scenario or in Stewarts Creek for an off-site residential visitor scenario. Data
from this sampling will be used to determine if residual soil dioxin levels are
protective of human health based upon the new 2,3,7,8-TCDD RfD.

‘Affect Current | Affect Future Party Oversight Milestone Date
Protectiveness - Protectiveness Responsible Party/Support '
: - Agency ‘
| No Yes EPA EPA/State 3/31/2021
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I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of a five-year review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy to
determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the environment. The methods,
findings and conclusions of reviews are documented in FYR reports such as this one. In addition, FYR reports
identify issues found during the review, if any, and document recommendations to address them.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is preparing this FYR pursuant to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121, consistent with the National
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 CFR Section 300. 430(f)(4)(11)) and

con51der1ng EPA policy

This is the third FYR for the Conroe Creosoting Company Superfund site (the Site). The triggering action for this
statutory review is the completion date of the previous FYR. The FYR has been prepared because hazardous
substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestrlcted exposure (UU/UE).

The Site consists of one sitewide operable unit (OU) The OU includes the Site’s soil and groundwater remedy.

EPA remedial pro_]ect manager (RPM) Gary Baumgarten led the FYR. Participants included Texas Commission
on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) project manager Dee.McCalley, and Ryan Burdge and Kelly MacDonald from
EPA FYR contractor Skeo. EPA notified the relevant entities, including the property manager, of the initiation of
the FYR. The review began on 10/4/2017.

Site Background

The Site is a former wood-treating facility located at 1776 East Davis Street in Conroe, Montgomery County,
Texas, about 40 miles north of Houston (Figure 1). Wood-treating operations took place at the 147-acre Site from
1946 to 1997. The facility treated lumber, railroad cross-ties, poles and fence posts using pentachlorophenol
(PCP), creosote and copper chromated arsenate (CCA). Facility activities and waste management practices

. contaminated soil, sediment and groundwater with phenols, naphthalene, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and
PCP

Site surroundings include residential property to the east, East Davis Street (State Highway 105) and .
industrial/commercial properties to the south, and forested land and commercial properties to the north and west.
Little Caney Creek borders the Site to the east and Stewart’s Creek borders the Site to the west. A pond (shown as
a lake on site figures), which feeds Little Caney Creek, is located on the eastern portion of the Site.

The Site is currently undeveloped. A fenced Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) vault,
approximately 8 acres in size, is located on the northeast part of the Site. In 2011, East Davis Development
acquired the site property except for the RCRA vault. Since then, the company has made road, utility and other
improvements to prepare the area for reuse. Currently, about 140 acres are available for industrial redevelopment;
parcels range in size from 5 acres to 50 acres. An unused on-site water supply well (State Well No. 60-45-555) is
located near the center of the Site. The well’s reported completion depth is 165 feet (ft) below ground surface

(bgs).

Groundwater at the Site is present in two confined units of the Chicot Aquifer (the Sand-1 unit and the Sand-2
unit).! A silty clay ranging in thickness from 10 ft to 20 ft separates the Sand-1 unit from the deeper Sand-2 unit.
Groundwater flow direction in both units is to the south-southwest. Groundwater contamination has been detected
only in the Sand-1 unit and has not migrated off site. The Sand-1 unit is not a current source of drinking water.
However, it has been a source of drinking water in the past and is considered a potential water supply.

! Shallow Sand-1 unit wells at the Site are screened between 55 and 75 ft bgs. Deeper Sand-1 unit wells are screened between
95 and 118 ft bgs. Sand-2 unit wells are screened between 130 and 140 ft bgs.
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Groundwater from the deeper Sand-2 unit, which is not affected by site contamination, is-used as a potable water
source near the Site. Private residences near the Site use private wells screened in the Sand-2 unit. The closest off-
site water supply well is drilled to 385 ft bgs and is located southwest of the Site. Businesses and residences
immediately downgradient of the Site are connected to the city of Conroe public water supply system, which
obtains its water from supply wells located north and northwest (upgradient) of the Site, with the closest well
located approximately 1 mile from the Site. The unused on-site supply well is installed in the Sand-2 unit.

For reference, Appendix A mcludes a llst of documents rev1ewed for this FYR Appendlx B prov1des a timeline of
site events.

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site Name: Conroe Creosoting Company
EPA ID: TXD008091951 4
Region: 6 State: Texas City/County: Conroe/Montgomery

NPL Status: Final

Multiple OUs? Has the Site achieved construction completion?
No Yes : -

Lead agency: EPA

Author name: Gary Baumgarten with additional support provided by Skeo

Author affiliation: EPA Region 6
Review period: 10/4/2017 - 9/27/2018
Date of site inspection: 10/19/2017

Type of review: Statutory

Review number: 3

Triggering action date: 9/27/2013

‘Due date (five years after triggering action date): 9/27/2018 ' ' Y




Figure 1: Site Vicinity Map
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II. RESPONSE ACTION SUM]V[ARY

Basis for Taking Action

EPA conducted a time-critical removal action (TCRA) at the Site between 2002 and 2003. The TCRA addressed
surface media (soil, sediment and wastes) and included construction of a RCRA vault to contain wastes (see the
Response Actions section for more information on the TCRA).

Following the TCRA, EPA conducted a remedial investigation to address remaining site groundwater
contamination. The principal contaminants detected in the groundwater were naphthalene and PCP. EPA
conducted a baseline risk assessment in 2003 but did not identify a human health risk based on a future site
worker exposure scenario (via ingestion or dermal exposure). While neither PCP nor naphthalene concentrations
in the groundwater exceeded the carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic risk levels for the potential exposure scenario
at that time, the PCP concentration exceeded the federal maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 1 microgram per
liter (ng/L). EPA determined a remedial action for groundwater was necessary to protect public health or welfare
or the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances into the environment.

. The baseline risk assessment noted that there was little potential for significant exposure of wildlife to the
contaminants because groundwater is not expected to discharge to any nearby surface water body.

Response Actions

Initial Response

TCEQ and its predecessor agencies documented regulatory violations at the facility during compliance
evaluations in the 1980s and early 1990s. As a result, the state issued Agreed Orders to Conroe Creosoting
Company in 1994 and 1999. In March 1997, the Montgomery County Tax Assessor/Collector closed down the
facility due to delinquent taxes, and wood-treating operations ceased.

JHA Environmental Services, Inc. (JHA) perfohned various investigations from September 1996 through June
2001. The investigations identified elevated levels of creosote compounds, arsenic and chromium in soil and
shallow groundwater at the Site. JHA also conducted a waste inventory of the on-site tanks and cylinders.

During a March 2001 site inspection, TCEQ observed leaking containers at the Site. This led to an Expanded Site
Inspection (ESI) in November 2001. ESI sampling results confirmed hazardous substances, including semi-
volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides and inorganics in soil and sediment. The ESI report also
documented an observed release of creosote from the Site into Stewart’s Creek and the presence of an alleged
waste burial area. Sampling results from private and municipal water wells tested during the ESI did not identify
creosote compounds in the well water.

Removal Action

EPA conducted a removal assessment in 2002 to document potential sources of contamination and to better define
the extent of affected surface media. The removal assessment identified various tanks, drums and surface water
impoundments on site. EPA estimated that about 65,000 cubic yards of soil exceeded the EPA Region 6 screening
guidance for arsenic, chromium, PCP, total creosote or dioxin/furan compounds. EPA also estimated that 540,000
gallons of liquid, sludge and contaminated water and 11,000 pounds of copper and ammonia sulfate in a granular
form were located on site. '

To protect public health and the environment from the most immediate threats at the Site, in September 2002,
EPA began a TCRA. The TCRA included removal of all contaminated materials, soils, sediments and wastes
from the Site, with placement in an on-site RCRA vault. EPA demolished buildings to remove contamination
from within or under the buildings. Prior to placement in the RCRA vault, EPA solidified the liquids and
materials from the tanks with fly ash and on-site soil. Concrete removed during the TCRA was used on site for



riprap or placed on top of existing concrete slabs. Scrap metal was stockpiled on site and eventually transported
off site for recycling.

In 2003, EPA expanded the removal action to include Stewart’s Creek. EPA excavated sediments from
approximately 1,000 linear feet of the creek, from the probable point of entry into Stewart’s Creek down to State
Highway 105 (East Davis Street). EPA also removed sediments from approximately 1,500 linear feet of Stewart’s
Creek south of Highway 105. EPA transported the sediments back to the Site and disposed of them in the RCRA
vault. A total of 252,000 cubic yards of contaminated material was eventually placed inside the vault.

EPA capped the waste in the vault with 12 inches of compacted clay, a set of liners (consisting of a geo-composite
clay, high-density polyethylene liner, drainage net and geotextile fabric) and 12 inches of non-compacted clay.
The final cover included 6 inches of topsoil with vegetative seed. EPA also constructed a leachate collection
system. The primary leachate collection system consists of a 6-inch pipe with geotextile running diagonally across
the length of the vault-type landfill cell. The secondary leachate collection system consists of a second piece of 6-
inch pipe wrapped in geotextile fabric and placed in a gravel layer that covers the floor of the cell. The pipe runs
diagonally across the length of the containment cell.

EPA and TCEQ conducted the Final Construction Inspection on September 22, 2003; they determined the TCRA
was complete. EPA listed the Site on the Superfund National Priorities List (NPL) the same day.

Remedy Selection

EPA determined that the 2002-2003 TCRA adequately addressed contaminated soil, sedlment and source areas at
the Site. Between April and August 2003, EPA conducted a remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) to
determine the nature and extent of groundwater contamination. Groundwater contamination was detected only in
.the Sand-1 unit.

In September 2003, EPA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) to address remaining site risk posed by
contaminated groundwater

The 2003 ROD summarized the remedial action objectives (RAOs) addressed by the 2002-2003 TCRA:

e Prevent direct contact, ingestion and inhalation of surface and subsurface soils that exceed human health-
based levels for the chemicals of concern.

e Prevent direct contact, ingestion and inhalation of sedlments in the drainage areas and creek that exceed
human and ecological based levels for the chemicals of concern.
Prevent the release of contaminants to surface and subsurface soils, surface water and groundwater.

e Protect off-site ecological receptors by preventing off-site contaminant migration as a result of on-site
releases.

The 2003 ROD also identified the following sitewide RAOs:

e Minimize further migration of the contaminant plume in the Sand-1 aquifer and prevent migration of
contaminants to the Sand-2 aquifer. :

e Restore groundwater throughout the contaminant plume to its expected beneficial uses wherever
practicable. This objective will require a much longer timeframe to achieve, with an optimum period of
10 years. However, it may take up to 20 years.

The final remedy selected in the 2003 ROD included monitored natural attenuation (MNA) of groundwater, long-
term maintenance of the RCRA vault, and institutional controls to prevent future installation of water supply wells
and restrict future development of the Site to non-re51dent1al uses. The 2003 ROD selected no further action for
on-site soils and off-site sedlment :



The 2003 ROD also included contingency measures for groundwater if natural attenuation could not attain
cleanup goals. Contingency measures would include the use of an oxygen (either air or a liquid additive) or
nutrient delivery system to enhance the natural degradation of PCP. The delivery system would use existing
monitoring wells or specific injection wells to deliver the additives to the Sand-1 unit. One or more criteria may
be used to trigger the contingency remedy, including:

¢ Contaminant concentrations are not decreasing at a sufficiently rapid rate to meet the remediation
objectives. _

e Contaminant concentrations in groundwater at specified locations exhibit an increasing trend not
originally predicted during remedy selection.

The ROD identified the remedial goal for PCP in groundwater as 1 pg/L based on the MCL established under the -
federal Safe Drinking Water Act. Remedial goals were not established for other chemicals, including naphthalene,
because concentrations in groundwater did not exceed carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic risk levels for potential
exposure scenarios at that time. ~ ‘

Status of Implementation

EPA contractors had installed a groundwater monitoring network for the MNA remedy prior to the 2003 ROD
(Figure 2). The monitoring network consisted of 21 wells in the Sand-1 unit and three wells in the Sand-2 unit.
Since no further remedial construction activities were planned for the Site, EPA signed the Preliminary Close-Out
Report for the Site on the same day EPA issued the ROD, on September 29, 2003.

Groundwater sampling events for the MNA remedy took place at the Site between May 2003 and February 2006.
Based on continued detections of PCP above the MCL, EPA decided to implement contingency measures, which
included the addition of oxidant near the impacted wells (well clusters MW-8 and MW-10). EPA conducted in-
situ chemical oxidation (ISCQ) pilot tests in September 2006 and June 2008. ISCO was unsuccessful in lowering
PCP concentrations to below the MCL. ISCO was not carried forward as a remedy.

Several wells have been plugged and abandoned since 2008, including MW-15A.2 Although MW-15A reported
the highest concentrations of PCP in groundwater at the Site, it was suspected of acting as a conduit for transport
of contamination into the deeper groundwater.> Most wells were abandoned because EPA determined that they no
longer required monitoring. The wells that were abandoned either displayed low-to-non-detectable site-related
contaminants or were in upgradient to sidegradient positions in relation to the remaining on-site contaminant
plume. Replacement wells were installed for some wells in important monitoring locations.

Between July and October 2012, TCEQ’s contractor made repairs to the RCRA vault, which had deteriorated

significantly since its construction. Repair work included removal of vegetation from the cap, regrading of the
side slopes, placement of diversion berms/dropdown structures, placement of additional select fill and organic
topsoil, and seeding and watering to reestablish vegetation.

In 2014, EPA completed an evaluation to determine if MNA was functioning as intended. The evaluation
concluded that the MNA remedy at the Site was functioning and achieving its RAO, but at rates somewhat less
than originally anticipated. Results of the evaluation were presented in a Technical Memorandum on Performance
Assessment of Natural Attenuation Remedy, dated November 2014. .

In 2015, EPA completed an optimization review to identify opportunities for improvement of the Site’s remedy.
The review concluded that the primary sources of contamination have been removed or controlled. However, .
affected groundwater may not be completely delineated along the southern boundary of the Site and the long-term

2 Plugged and abandoned wells include MW-8A, MW-10A, MW-10B, MW-15A, MW-16B, MW-1A, MW-1B, MW-2A,
MW-2B, MW-3A, MW-3B, MW-4A, MW-4B, MW-7A, MW-7B, MW-9A and MW-9B. -

3 Sand-1 deep well MW-8B and Sand-2 well MW-14 are located in the former location of MW-15A and monitor the deeper
aquifer units in this location. MW-18A is a Sand-1 shallow well downgradient of the former location of MW-15A.
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effect of secondary sources, specifically contaminants of concern (COCs) in residual subsurface soil
contamination and COCs diffused into low-permeability units have not been quantified. In addition, groundwater
beneath or immediately downgradient of the RCRA vault was not being monitored.

EPA’s contractor implemented recommendations from the optimization review in February and March 2017. The
work included installation of three soil borings near former well MW-15A, installation of two monitoring wells

~ along the south perimeter of the site (MW-17A and MW-17B), installation of a monitoring well south of the Site
boundary (downgradient) of the Site (MW-18A), collection and analysis of soil samples and soil cores from the
newly installed soil borings and monitoring well boreholes, and collection and analysis of groundwater samples
from the new and existing monitoring wells. EPA’s contractor also installed four monitoring wells around the
perimeter of the site’s’ RCRA vault (RVMW-1 through RVMW-4). The Optimization Investigation Report, dated
June 2017, presents the results of the additional field work and evaluation. ’
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Figure 2: Site Map
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Institutional Control (IC) Review

On July 30, 2010, Conroe Creosoting Company and EPA executed an Environmental Protection Easement and
Declaration of Restrictive Covenants for the site property. The document was filed with the Montgomery County
Clerk’s office on March 25, 2011, as document number 201102560. The document set forth the following
restrictions on use:

e Prohibits the installation of water wells at the Site. The restrictions prevent the use of the Sand-1 aquifer

until the remedial goals have been attained and the installation of wells within the former process and
disposal areas to prevent the downward movement of creosote and PCP during the well installation

process.

e Prohibits the removal of vegetation from the landfill cover, if such removal may Tesult in the subsequent
erosion or removal of the soil cover over the landfill or treated material.
Prohibits the excavation or trenching into the RCRA landfill contents or the associated soil cover.
Restricts future redevelopment of the property to non-residential use.
Requires notification to any future land owners that the land was a former Superfund site and hazardous
substances remaining on-site in the groundwater are above health-based concentration levels.

Groundwater contamination remains within the Site boundaries, as discussed further in Section IV of this FYR.

Table 1 summarizes the institutional controls for the Site, including the institutional control objectives as
originally specified in the ROD. The implemented institutional control satisfies the ROD institutional control
objectives. Figure 3 identifies the areas subject to the Environmental Protection Easement and Declaration of
Restrictive Covenants. Appendix C includes a copy of the recorded Environmental Protection Easement and -
Declaration of Restrictive Covenants

Table 1: Summary of Institutional Controls (ICs)

Media,
Engineered
Controls, and ICs Called Title of IC
Areas That Do ICs for in the Impacted IC Instrument
Not Support Needed | Decision Parcel(s) Objectives Implemented
UU/UE Based on Documents and Date
Current
Conditions
Prevent exposure to contaminated
~ groundwater above acceptable risk
levels during the remedial action
Former Conroe activities; l.imit access to the Site Environrnental
Creosoting and potential future uses through Protection
the use of a property easement or Easement and
Il)zc;p;;;’ ’acres in other restrictive mechanisms; Declaration of
Soil, groundwater, Yes Yes the i,emuel’ prevent future use of the Sand-1 Restrictive
RCRA vault ‘ ' Smith Survey aquifer until the remedial goals .Covenants,
A-526 ’ have benn attain.ed across the Sit&? recorded
Montg’omery and the installation of we_lls within March 25,
County, Texas® the former process and disposal 2011
? areas to prevent the downward :
movement of creosote and PCP
during the well installation
process.
Notes:
a) Exhibit A of the Environmental Protection Easement and Declaration of Restrictive Covenants provides a legal description of the
land.
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Figure 3: Institutional Control Map
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Systems Operations/Operation and Maintenance (O&M)

TCEQ is responsible for O&M of the RCRA vault and monitoring groundwater at the Site. In a letter dated
November 2, 2017, EPA notified TCEQ that EPA intended to transfer responsibility for the selected remedy at the
Site to TCEQ.

RCRA Vault O&M

TCEQ contractors conduct O&M of the RCRA vault in accordance with the Apnl 2013 Final Operations and
Maintenance Manual (O&M Manual). During semi-annual inspections, TCEQ contractors evaluate the condition
of signs, access roads, fencing, the RCRA vault cover system and drainage features, and identify and implement
corrective actions when necessary. During this FYR period, minor corrective actions at the Site’s RCRA vault
included repairs to the RCRA cell'lock and gate in response to a trespassing issue, clearing of drainage

downspouts and leachate collection system risers, and replacement of weathered or broken TCEQ wammg signs
around the RCRA cell.

During each inspection, TCEQ contractors also evaluate the leachate collection system and leachate detection
system for the presence of leachate in the RCRA vault. If leachate is present, the height of leachate is recorded.
The O&M Manual states that if leachate is present, leachate samples are to be collected and analyzed for VOCs,
SVOCs, metals and several screening parameters. A leachadte sample collected in January 2014 reported arsenic,
carbazole, bis(2-chloroethyl)ether and chloride at concentrations above the TCEQ Tier 1 Residential Groundwater
Protective Concentration Levels.

Leachate recovery was performed in December 2014. The volume recovered during the month-long process was
47,600 gallons. This was significantly less than estimates based on leachate level measurements. Since the Conroe
RCRA landfill does not include a recovery system, the criteria for removal in the O&M Plan may not be a
practical indicator for recoverable leachate. The TCEQ will continue to monitor leachate levels and remove
leachate as necessary.

TCEQ is responsible for sampling and analysis of the four RCRA vault monitoring wells installed by EPA in
2017. The first sampling event is expected to occur in fiscal year 2018. '

LTRA Monitoring
In 2005, EPA implemented the LTRA program at the Site.

The ROD called for annual groundwater monitoring. During this FYR period, groundwater sampling occurred in
January and December 2013, July 2014 and February 2017. o

EPA currently samples 14 monitoring wells for PCP, naphthalene and other SVOCs (Figure 2):

e Shallow Sand-1 unit wells MW-5A, MW-6A, MW-11A, MW-16A, MW-17A and MW-18A.
e Deep Sand-1 unit wells MW-5B, MW-6B, MW-8B, MW-16B-R and MW-17B.
¢ Sand-2 unit wells MW-12, MW-13 and MW-14.

The 2017 Optimization Investigation Report recommended sampling new wells MW-17A, MW-17B and MW-
18A semi-annually for a period of two years to establish baseline groundwater quality conditions and sampling
the remaining 11 wells annually. All of the wells should be gauged for groundwater level elevations during the
two years of semi-annual sampling, and groundwater flow direction should be determined for every groundwater
monitoring event. After two years of semi-annual data collection for the new wells, the groundwater monitoring
frequency can be reduced to annual monitoring events for the full groundwater monitoring network.

The ROD estimated annual O&M costs for the groundwater monitoring program of $48,000 for years three

through five and $23,000 for years six through 20. The ROD did not estimate O&M costs for the RCRA vault.
'During the current FYR period, average annual O&M costs for groundwater monitoring and performing other

activities required for maintaining the groundwater monitoring network were approximately $25,000. This cost is
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within the estimated expenditure range listed in the ROD Annual O&M costs for the RCRA vault were
unavailable. :

Annual O&M costs of the RCRA vault over the previous 12 years has averaged $132,800. The cap repair costs
were $840,000 in FY2012 and leachate removal was $400,000 in FY2015. If cap repair costs are removed, the
average annual cost of routine RCRA vault O&M is $63,000. The leachate recovery accounts for over 50% of
actual costs for TCEQ at the site.

IIL. PROGRESS SINCE THE PREVIOUS REVIEW

This section includes the protectiveness determination and statement from the 2013 FYR Report (Table 2) as well
as the issues and recommendations from the 2013 FYR Report and the status of those recommendations (Table 3).

Table 2: Protectiveness Determination/Statement from the 2013 FYR

ou # Protect!ven.es S Protectiveness Statement
Determination

The remedy for the on-site soils and off-site sediments at the Conroe site is protective of
human health and the environment because the waste has been removed or contained. The
remedy for groundwater is protective of human health and the environment in the short
term because there is no evidence that there is current exposure, and the remedy is being
o Short-term imple;nented as plqn{lc?d to reduce the volume of conta.mination and to control 'mig_ratiop.
Sitewide |. Protective Ongoing O&M activities for the RCRA vault and continued groundwater monitoring will

: allow verification that the migration of contamination continues to be controlled. Because
the completed remedial action and monitoring program for the Conroe site are protective
in the short terin, the remedy for the site is protective of human health and the
environment, and will continue to be protective, if the action items identified in this report
are addressed.

Table 3: Status of Recommendations from the 2013 FYR

. Completion
ou# Issue Recommendations Csut;:::t Cug;:l:lt.:gz;z:e:{tatlon Date (if
ption .
_applicable)
The vegetative
cover has not : ‘
re-established Remove any seedlings that Ifi?ez(;;tr:c;grs;:f?ve
as intended could develop into woody . re Y lar O &lgvl o ffhe RCRA
Sitewide | following the vegetation and establish a Completed vailllt During the FYR site 1/29/2014
2012 repairs, grass cover on the cap as part : ins éction tlgle cap was
making the cap | of O&M activities. we{)l veget;te d P
prone to future )
erosion.
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Current

Current Implementation

Completion

OU# Issue Recommendations Status Status Description Da.te (if
. applicable)
TCEQ monitors leachate
semi-annually. In
December 2014 and
January 2015, TCEQ
_ Leachate accumulation in the contractors pumped 47,600
Leachate RCRA vault should be gallons of water (leachate)
accumulation in | monitored and characterized from the leachate
the RCRA vault | on a regular basis as part of . , collection system, treated it
Sitewide | has not been O&M activities. As Ongoing and sprinkled the treated N/A
monitored or necessary, disposition of this water back onto the
managed on a fluid should be conducted to landfill. Leachate heights
regular basis. ensure the vault continues to above one foot (the trigger
function as intended. for removal as specified in
the O&M Manual)
continue to be measured.
However, further leachate
removal has not occurred.
Monitoring Install temporary bollards or Monitoring wells MW-16A
X{ili&h&,\xﬁgﬁ{ other forms of markers that ;Tm-slu?ft}:{e had flush-
have flush- clearly denote the' locations Considered completions during the
mounted of these \yells w.hl 1 ¢ But Not FYR site inspection.
surface construction activities are Implemented Temporary bollards or
completions proceeding. These . ' other markers were not
makin then’1 bollards/markers should be The issue was observed. Care will be .
Sitewide g installed in such a way that determined to taken d " N/A
g;):e to allows them to be removed not affect en curing -
age from ‘ . redevelopment to maintain
) so that the flush-mounted protectiveness the inteerity of existin
ongomng well pads can be integrated of the 1 er gﬁti [ g
ipilo};zr\gments .into planned pavement remedy. g:a:u(:;:wm (t))r;a
b r:he current ‘and/or landscaping without implemented to ensure the
y impeding the continued plementec i
property owner. development of the property. ::;;zl‘t;?eng network 1s
A portion of the :
monitoring well :
monuments Ensure the monitoring well
were noted to monuments are locked when EPA contractors secured :
Sitewide | contain locks, the wells are not in use for Completed | the wells following a 12/13/2013
but were groundwater monitoring " .. | subsequent sampling event.
unlocked at the | activities. . - :
time of the site
inspection.

16




- Current

Current Implementation

Completion

locations and
parameters
being
monitored.

collected from MW-11A,
MW-16A and MW-16B-R to
evaluate the effectiveness of
biodegradation within the
contaminant plume. These
MNA parameters should be
collected on an annual basis
for the first two years
proceeding completion of
this FYR. In addition, EPA
and TCEQ will evaluate
existing data to determine if
additional groundwater
characterization of the
shallow Sand-1 aquifer is
necessary to determine
whether migration to off-site
properties is occurring and
install additional monitoring
wells as needed. This will
ensure the contaminant
plume remains delineated
and the remedy is
functioning as intended.

In response to concerns
regarding grounidwater
plume delineation and

‘whether the remedy is

functioning as intended a
remedy optimization
review was conducted
between 2014 and 2015.
Based on recommendations
in the Optimization Report,
EPA conducted an
optimization investigation
in 2017. A report
documenting the findings
was completed in June
2017.

ou# Issue Recommendations Status Status Description Da.te (if
applicable)
Continue monitoring
groundwater quality using
the existing groundwater
monitoring well network. If
gathered data indicates a
deterioration in groundwater
quality associated with
| downgradient sentinel wells i
for the Sand-1 aquifer (MW- - EPA completed an MNA
S5A, MW-5B, MW-6A, MW- evaluation in November
6B and MW-8B) and/or the 2014. The evaluation
Sand-2 aquifer (MW-12, concluded that the MNA
MW-13 and MW-14), steps remedy at the Site appears
should be taken to evaluate to be functioning and
the current monitoring well achieving its RAO, but at
locations, and install rates somewhat less than
additional monitoring wells. originally anticipated. The
Thé groundwater monitoring evaluation also concluded
program should be expanded that MNA continues to be a
TCEQ provided ‘to evaluate MNA viable component for the
comments performance. As part of this over.all remedial strategy,
regarding process, MNA parameters and is an int?gral piece of
current should be added for the overall site remedy. ,
Sitewide | monitoring well groundwater samples Completed - 11/1/2014

" IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

Community Notification, Community Involvement and Site Interviews

EPA published a public notice in the Conroe Courier on 10/18/2017. 1t stated that the FYR was underway and
invited the public to submit any comments to EPA. The results of the review and the report will be made available




at the Site’s information repository, the Montgomery County Memorial Library, located at 104 Interstate 45 North |
in North Conroe, Texas. Appendix D includes a copy of this notice. .

During the FYR process, interviews were conducted to document any perceived problems or successes with the
remedy implemented to date. The interviews are summarized below. Appendix E includes the completed
interview summary forms.

TCEQ project manager Dee McCalley indicated the RCRA landfill is in good shape, with vegetation covering

- most of the top of the landfill. She noted that the remedy appears to be functioning as designed. However, data is
pending on the recently installed wells surrounding the landfill. An initial sampling event of the wells will be
scheduled during fiscal year 2018 to establish a baseline. TCEQ intends to use the data to monitor the integrity of
the landfill.

Ms. McCalley also noted that data from the existing well network indicate that the plume in the Sand-1 unit is
delineated to the south and there are no indications of contamination off site. As noted in the previous FYR report,
many of the excavation areas around the former process areas do not have monitoring wells, particularly in the
deeper groundwater unit (Sand-2). Ms. McCalley is comfortable with the status of institutional controls at the Site
and is unaware of any changes in projected land use.

The property owner’s agent indicated that there are no known effects of the Site on the surrounding community.
He is also unaware of complaints or inquiries about the Site. The property owner’s agent is well informed about
site remedial activities. He noted that the city of Conroe plans to extend a major thoroughfare from the
intersection of FM 1314 and State Highway 105 to Airport Road. The new road will cross the Site on its west end.
- The right-of-way may be dedicated as public use with public utilities.

Data Review

This FYR evaluates groundwater data from January and December 2013, July 2014, and February 2017 sampling
events, as originally presented in LTRA technical memoranda, dated March 2013, February 2014 and September
2014, as well as the June 2017 Optimization Investigation Report.
Groundwater S ‘

The ROD identified PCP and naphthalene as primary groundwater COCs; however, it only established a
groundwater cleanup goal for PCP (the MCL of 1 pg/L) since there was no risk identified for naphthalene or other
groundwater COCs. For this data evaluation, concentrations of PCP and naphthalene were compared to MCLs,
where available. In the absence of an MCL, EPA’s tapwater regional screening levels (RSLs) were used as the
comparison value.

During this FYR period PCP and naphthalene were detected in gfoundwater above the MCL or RSL in only three
wells: Sand-1 unit shallow wells MW-11A and MW-16A and Sand-1 unit deep well MW-16B-R. .

The extent of groundwater contamination is limited to wells MW-11A, MW-16A and MW-16B-R, located on the
southern part of the Site (Figure 2). PCP and naphthalene were not detected above reporting limits in
downgradient boundary wells MW-5A, MW-6A, MW-17A and MW-17B or off-site well MW-18A during the
2017 sampling event. Additionally, PCP and naphthalene have not been detected in the Sand-2 unit wells. The
results from these wells demonstrate that PCP and naphthalene groundwater contamination remains on site and is
_ limited to the Sand-1 unit. Table 4 summarizes PCP and naphthalene concentrations in wells MW-11A; MW-16A
and MW-16B-R during the FYR period. The highest naphthalene concentrations were observed in MW-11A,
which is downgradient from a former waste pit and drainage ditch. Table F-1 in Appendix F presents PCP and
naphthalene concentrations in all wells from 2005 through 2017.
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Table 4: Naphthalene and PCP in Select Wells, 2013 to 2017

Naphthalene (ug/L) PCP (ug/L)

EPA RSL = 6.1 ug/L MCL =1 pg/L
Jan. 2013 | Dec.2013 | Jul. 2014 [ Feb.2017 | Jan.2013 | Dec.2013 | Jul. 2014 [ Feb. 2017
Sand—l Unit Shallow Monitoring Wells

Monitoring
Well

2,790/

MW-11A 3,740 3,970 2,020 a0 | 39:2/43.0 66.1 68.1 12.4/10.4
]

MW-16A 05U 2.8 0.7 0.0956 U 1.8 4.2 6.8 14.1

Sand-1 Unit Deep Monitoring Well

MW-16BR [ 05U | 13 [ 07 Joo09%2U ] 40 [ s5 | 13 ] 403

Notes: - -

U = not detected at the reported quantitation limit.
xx/xx = primary and duplicate sample result reported.
Bold value indicates the detected concentration exceeds the EPA RSL (for naphthalene) or the MCL (for PCP).

The 2017 Optimization Investigation Report included trend graphs for PCP and naphthalene in wells MW-11A
and MW-16A in the Sand-1unit shallow zone and for MW-16B-R in the Sand-1 unit deep zone. These graphs are
included as Figures F-2 through F-4 in Appendix F of this FYR Report. The graphs show an overall decrease in
PCP and naphthalene concentrations in MW-11A and MW-16A, with the trend lines for PCP and naphthalene in
MW-11A, and naphthalene in MW-16A displaying peaks in 2010 and 2011, and decreasing trend lines for these
compounds thereafter. For PCP in MW-16A, the trend line displays an overall decreasing trend for this compound
since 2005, although Table 4 shows increasing concentrations since 2013. The trend graphs for MW-16B-R show
an overall decrease in naphthalene concentrations in this well, with the trend line for naphthalene displaying a
peak in 2011 and 2012. The trend graph for PCP in MW-16B-R indicates a decreasing trend for the compound
until December 2013, when concentrations began to increase. Monitoring wells MW-16A and MW-16B-R and
downgradient wells will continue to be monitored to evaluate contaminant trends and momtor plume migration in
the Sand-1 unit.

Soil

In February 2017, EPA installed three soil borings (TASB-1, TASB-2 and TASB-3) near well' MW-8B (and
former well MW-15A) to 40 feet bgs. Multiple soil samples were collected from each boring and analyzed for
SVOC:s to identify residual contamination in subsurface soils that may be leaching to groundwater. None of the
soil samples screened in the field indicated the presence of NAPL. EPA also collected soil samples during:
installation of new monitoring wells MW-17A, MW-17B and MW-18A. '

Intrinsic permeability values for soil samples collected from the soil boring collected during the optimization
investigation ranged from 1.04 x 103 to 2.9 x0'%. These values are consistent with relatively impermeable clays,
which have been observed to make up much of the site’s subsurface above the Sand-1 aquifer. This data also
supports conditions favorable for relatively slow vertical migration of site COCs through these units, and supports
the observations that have been made where a large portion of the residual mass is associated with the upper 20 to
30 ft of the subsurface, with lower concentrations being observed at deeper depths.

Based on the results of the Oil-In-Soilny test kits, the presence of hydrocarbons was indicated in the soil samples
collected, but the test kits did not 1nd1cate the presence NAPL-saturated soil in‘these soil samples.

Site Inspection

The site inspection took place on 10/19/2017. Participants 1ncluded EPA RPM Gary Baumgarten, TCEQ project
manager Dee McCalley, property manager Matt Marquis, and Ryan Burdge and Kelly MacDonald from EPA
FYR support contractor Skeo. The purpose of the inspection was to assess the protectiveness of the remedy.
Appendix G includes the site inspection checklist. Appendix H includes photographs from the site inspection.

The site inspection indicated the RCRA vault, and its related benches and letdown channels, were in good
condition, with no major settlement, erosion or other signs of degradation. No issues were noted with the physical
condition of the RCRA vault’s leachate recovery well. The security fence along the perimeter of the RCRA vault
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was noted to be in overall good condition, with locked access gates and posted warning signs secured to the fence.
An access gate lock was rusty and may need to be replaced.

Inspection of the Site’s groundwater monitoring well network indicated that the wells were in good condition.
Some of the well monuments used to protect/secure the wells were observed to contain locks, but the locks had
not been re-secured since the previous groundwater monitoring event, which occurred in early 2017. Closer
inspection of these wells indicated the well caps were still secure, with no indication of tampering or vandalism.
Additionally, monitoring wells MW-16A and MW-16B-R have flush-mounted surface completions, and evidence
of earthwork was observed near these wells, which was associated with the planned development of the property
as an industrial park.

Following the site inspection Skeo personnel visited the site’s information repository, the  Montgomery County
Memorial Library. No site documents were available for review.

V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT
QUESTION A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

Question A Summary:

Yes, the remedy is functioning as intended by the decnslon document. The TCRA removed contaminated
materials, soils, and wastes from the Site and sediments from Stewart’s Creek and placed them in an on-site
RCRA vault. Subsurface soil contamination identified during the 2017 Optimization Investigation does not appear
to be mobile based on intrinsic permeability testing and does not indicate the presence:of NAPL.

The final remedy included groundwater MNA, long-term maintenance of the RCRA vault and institutional
controls. The extent of groundwater contamination, primarily PCP and naphthalene, is limited to wells MW-11A,
- MW-16A and MW-16B-R, located on the southern part of the Site. A 2014 MNA evaluation found that natural
attenuation of the plume associated with these wells is occurring and achieving the RAQ, albeit at rates somewhat
less than originally anticipated. Based on LTRA groundwater monitoring and results from the optimization field
investigation, the plume remains stable, is on the site property and is delineated to MCLs or RSLs. Except for
PCP in MW-16A and MW-16B-R, concentrations of PCP and naphthalene are stable or decreasing. MW-16A and
MW-16B-R have shown increasing trends for PCP since 2013. Monitoring well MW-16B-R and downgradient
wells will continue to be monitored to track contaminant trends and monitor plume migration. The groundwater
monitoring program is ongoing and sampling will be conducted by TCEQ as part of O&M work.

Institutional controls implemented at the site property restrict its development to non-residential uses, restrict
groundwater use, prevent future installation of water supply wells, restrict excavation in the RCRA vault and
require long-term maintenance of the RCRA vault. Although groundwater use is prohibited, a groundwater supply
well remains on site. This supply well should be properly abandoned to remove any potential for future exposure
and to prevent migration of contamination from the Sand-1 unit to the Sand-2 unit.

TCEQ conducts semi-annual maintenance and monitoring of the RCRA vault. The O&M Manual requires
leachate removal if its measured height is greater than a foot. Measurements collected between November 2015
and July 2017 report leachate heights greater than one foot and at gradually increasing heights. Leachate removal
has not been conducted since 2015. TCEQ should conduct leachate removal in the RCRA vault as required by the
O&M Manual and to ensure the vault continues to function as intended.

TCEQ plans to include sampling of the newly-installed RCRA vault monitoring wells as part of future monitoring
efforts. Sampling results will be used to assess the effectiveness of the RCRA vault over time.

Several monitoring wells were found unsecured during the FYR site inspection. While no evidence of tampering
was observed, monitoring wells should be kept locked between sampling events. Installation of bollards around
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monitoring wells MW-16A and MW-16B-R or implementing other protective measures during site
redevelopment should also be considered to help maintain the integrity of the monitoring well network.

QUESTION B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and RAOs used at the time of the
remedy selection still valid?

N

Question B Summary:

The exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and RAOs used at the time of remedy selection are still
valid.

The 2003 ROD identified PCP and naphthalene as groundwater COCs. The risk assessment conducted for the site
concluded that there was no current exposure to contaminated groundwater above acceptable risk levels.
{However, because the concentration of PCP in groundwater was above the MCL, the remedial goal for PCP in
groundwater is 1 pg/L based on the MCL established under the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act. The MCL for
PCP has not changed since the 2003 ROD; the PCP cleanup goal remains valid.

EPA conducted confirmation sampling of surface soil across the Site following the TCRA in 2003. Results from
the on-site confirmation samples were compared to TCEQ protective concentration levels (PCLs) valid at that
time. All of the chemicals except 4-methylphenol were below TCEQ PCLs for commercial/industrial exposure.
The detected concentration of 4-methylphenol (0.31 milligrams per kilogram, or mg/kg) is well below EPA’s
current (November 2017) RSL for commercial/industrial soil of 82,000 mg/kg. The detected concentration is also
below the residential soil RSL of 6,300 mg/kg. The cleanup conducted during the TCRA remains protective of
human health and the environment.

In February 2012, EPA released the final human health non-cancer dioxin reassessment, publishing an oral
noncancer toxicity value, or reference dose (RfD), of 7 x 10°'° mg/kg-day for 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin
(TCDD) in EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS).

Following completion of the TCRA, confirmation samples were collected on-site. However, the confirmation
samples were not analyzed for TCDD. Although the confirmation samples were not analyzed for dioxins, the on-
site soil remedy is considered protective in the short-term because there are no on-site workers, thus there is no
current on-site exposure. To assess long-term protectiveness, additional soil sampling needs to be collected to
compare residual soil exposure levels to the site-specific dioxin soil cleanup level based on the RfD.

Sediment samples were collected from Stewarts Creek in April 2003 because an on-site drainage channel
discharged into Stewarts Creek. Upon analysis of analytical data, EPA conducted a removal action within
Stewarts Creek in conjunction with the removal action taking place on-site. The removal action excavated
approximately 2,500 stream feet of Stewarts Creek sediments. This excavation included approximately 1,000
stream feet of sediments from the on-site point of entry to Stewarts Creek to State Highway 105. In addition,
approximately 1,500 stream feet of Stewarts Creek sediments were removed during the removal action south of
State Highway 105. The 2003 removal activities in Stewart’s Creek likely removed a substantial amount of dioxin
contamination in soil/sediment that exceeded the preliminary remediation goal for residential soil of 0.05
micrograms per kilogram (pg/kg) expressed as toxicity equivalents for dioxin. Although confirmation samples
were not collected in Stewarts Creek following the removal action, the off-site area is considered protective in the
short-term because the most probable exposure pathway to creek sediment is a trespasser/visitor rather than a
long-term resident. To assess long-term protectiveness, additional sediment sampling needs to be collected to
compares residual sediment exposure levels to the site-specific dioxin cleanup level based on the RfD.

EPA’s 2003 risk assessment evaluated a commercial/industrial exposure scenario at the Site. There have been no
changes in direct exposure pathways since EPA selected and implemented the remedy. However, the vapor
intrusion pathway was not evaluated in the 2003 risk assessment. Several chemicals detected in groundwater are
sufficiently volatile. This FYR conducted a screening-level vapor intrusion evaluation using EPA’s Vapor
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Intrusion Screening Level (V ISL) calculator to determme if vapor mtrus10n may be a concern for the Site under a
commercial/industrial use scenario (Appendix I).

Maximum detected concentrations of volatile chemicals from shallow zone well MW-11A from the most recent
sampling event in 2017 were used in the screening-level evaluation. The results found potentially unacceptable
levels of risk associated with naphthalene in groundwater if buildings were to be constructed onsite in the future.
The screening-level results of the assessment estimated a potential vapor intrusion carcinogenic risk for
naphthalene of 1.2 x 10 and a noncancer hazard quotient (HQ) of 3.2, for a commercial use scenario. This cancer
risk level exceeds EPA’s risk management range (1 x 10 to 1 x 10*) and the HQ exceeds EPA’s noncancer '
threshold of 1. Currently, there are no buildings on site and no complete exposure pathways for vapor intrusion.

It should be noted that the calculated vapor intrusion cancer risks associated with naphthalene may be overstated
because EPA has not classified naphthalene as a carcinogen. EPA’s VISL calculator has incorporated an
inhalation cancer-based toxicity value developed by the California Environmental Protection Agency as a
conservative measure for screening this exposure pathway. The noncancer HQ based on an EPA-established
toxicity value demonstrates that the vapor intrusion pathway may requu‘e further evaluation if buildings are
constructed on site in the future.

Since the time of the ROD, site conditions and surrounding land use have not changed significantly. The new
property owner has recently made infrastructure improvements at the Site and plans to redevelop the Site, except
for the RCRA vault, into an industrial business park. There is also interest in extending a road across the Site to
connect areas to the north and south. EPA will work with interested parties to ensure that roadway construction
and use are consistent with land use restrictions at the Site.

RAOs for the Site remain valid. The 2003 ROD indicated that one of the RAOs was restoration of the
groundwater within 10 to 20 years. The 2014 MNA evaluation found that attenuatlon of the plume was occurring,
but not as rapidly as expected in the ROD.

QUESTION C: Has any other information come to llght that could call into question the protectlveness of the
remedy?

Hurricane Harvey made landfill in Texas in August 2017. In September 2017, EPA collected soil and _
groundwater samples at the Site to evaluate the potential effects from the hurricane. No SVOCs were detected in
the groundwater samples. SVOCs were also not detected at levels of concern in soils. EPA concluded that the
post-Hurricane Harvey condition of soil and groundwater at the Site is consistent w1th historical site conditions
before the hurricane made landfall. ‘
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VL. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS

Issues and Recommehdations Identified in tl!e FYR:

OU: Sitewide Issue Category: Remedy Performance

Issue: The EPA released the final non-cancer dioxin reassessment publishing a
non-cancer toxicity value, or reference dose (RfD), for 2,3,7,8-
tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) in the Integrated Risk Information
System (IRIS) in February of 2012. Following completion of the time critical
removal action in 2003, confirmation samples were not analyzed for 2,3,7,8-
TCDD. In addition, confirmation samples were not collected in excavated areas of
Stewarts Creek. Therefore, there is no data available to compare residual soil
exposure levels to the RfD.

Recommendation: Additional data collection is needed as part of the re-
evaluation of the dioxin soil cleanup. It is currently unknown whether
unacceptable exposure to dioxin would exist on-site for a future industrial land
use scenario or in Stewarts Creek for an off-site residential visitor scenario. Data
from this sampling will be used to determine if residual soil dioxin levels are
protective of human health based upon the new 2,3,7,8-TCDD RfD.

Affect Current Affect Future Party Oversight Milestone Date
Protectiveness Protectiveness Responsible Party/Support
Agency
No Yes EPA EPA/State | 3/31/2021
OTHER FINDINGS

Several additional recommendations were identified during the FYR. These recommendations do not affect
current protectiveness.

The facility’s former supply well remains on site. This supply well should be properly abandoned to
prevent future exposure to groundwater and to prevent potential contamination of the deeper aquifer from
pumping, if the well were to be operated in the future.

The vapor intrusion pathway was not evaluated in the 2003 risk assessment. Several chemicals detected in
groundwater are sufficiently volatile. The vapor intrusion pathway is currently incomplete because there
are no buildings on site. However, prior to construction of buildings, a site-specific vapor intrusion
assessment should be conducted to determine if vapor intrusion is a concern for future site workers.
Several monitoring wells were found unsecured during the FYR site inspection and a lock to an access
gate was rusted. Wells should be locked between sampling events to prevent tampering. Rusted locks:
should be replaced as necessary.

Monitoring wells MW-16A and MW-16B-R have flush-mounted surface completions, and evidence of
earthwork was observed near these wells. Install protective bollards or 1mplement protective measures to
maintain the integrity of the well network during redevelopment.

TCEQ plans to sample the RCRA vault monitoring wells in fiscal year 2018 to establish a baselme for
evaluating the effectiveness of the RCRA vault. TCEQ should update the O&M Manual to address
groundwater monitoring of the RCRA vault and to establish procedures for evaluating the effectweness of
the RCRA vault (e.g., statistical evaluation methods).

Conduct leachate recovery as set forth by the Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Manual to ensure the
RCRA vault continues to function as designed

The Site’s information repository should be updated with decision documents and FYR reports.
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VII. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT

Sitewide Protectiveness Statement

Protectiveness Determination:.
Short-term Protective

Protectiveness Statement: , v

The Site’s remedy is protective of human health and the environment in the short-term. The removal
action removed contaminated materials, soils, sediments and wastes from the Site and placed them in
.an on-site RCRA vault. Data from ongoing groundwater monitoring indicate that groundwater
contamination is limited to the Sand-1 unit and has not migrated off site. Institutional controls are in -
place to prohibit residential use.of the Site, restrict the use of groundwater at the Site and protect the
integrity of the RCRA vault. To assess long-term protectiveness, additional sampling needs to be
collected to compare residual soil and sediment exposure levels to the site-specific dioxin soil and
sediment cleanup levels based on the revised dioxin R{D.

VIII. NEXT REVIEW

The next FYR Report for the Conroe Creosotmg Company Superfund site is requ1red five years from the
completion date of this review.
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. APPENDIX B - SITE CHRONOLOGY

Table B-1: Site Chronology

Event

Date

TCEQ conducted Compliance Evaluation Investigations at the wood-
treating facility

1988, 1991, 1993

TCEQ issued an Agreed Order to Conroe Creosoting 1994
TCEQ and others conducted an environmental site assessment to evaluate September 1996
.contamination in surface and subsurface soil and shallow groundwater
Wood-treating operations ceased at the facility 1997
TCEQ issued a second Agreed Order to Conroe Creosoting, . 1999
EPA conducted a removal assessment at the facility January 2002
EPA conducted an off-site assessment to determine the nature and extent July 2002
of site-related contamination in off-site drainage pathways, including
Stewart’s Creek and Little Caney Creek
EPA began a removal action and constructed the RCRA vault to contain September 2002
and consolidate waste and contaminated soil and sediment .
TCEQ performed an ESI December 2002
EPA completed the Phase I remedial investigation April 2003
EPA completed the Phase II remedial investigation May 2003
EPA listed the Site on the NPL September 22, 2003
EPA issued a sitewide ROD September 29, 2003
EPA signed the Preliminary Close-out Report : '
EPA conducted an ISCO pilot test September 2006
EPA performed a second ISCO pilot test June 2008
EPA signed the first FYR Report September 2008
EPA and Conroe Creosoting recorded an Environmental Protection March 2011
Easement and Declaration of Restrictive Covenants with the :
Montgomery County Clerk’s office; East Davis Development purchased
the site property from Conroe Creosoting .
EPA and East Davis Development executed a Consent for Entry and September 2011
Access to Property to allow EPA continued access to the Site for .
sampling and upkeep of the groundwater monitoring network -
TCEQ’s contractor conducted repairs to the RCRA vault’s cap and side July through October 2012
slopes .
TCEQ finalized an O&M Manual for the RCRA vault April 2013
EPA issued the second FYR Report . September 2013
EPA prepared the Performance Assessment of Natural Attenuation November 2014
Remedy .
EPA completed the Optimization Review Report April 2015
| EPA prepared the Optimization Investigation Report June 2017
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION EASEMENT
DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS

1 m&wmwmmmamnaummh _
made this ___day of 2010, by and between Conroe C) naCumpam
¢/o Charlene Muller, President, ("Grantor™) having an address of West Dallas.é¢/

) Cmoe.TxmmdenvironmemaleecuonAmy(“Gmnbe ) having an address
of 1445 Ross Avenue, Dellas, TX 75202. )

WITNESSETH:

2. WHEREAS, Grantor is the owner of 8 parce] of land located in the county of
Montgomery, Stae of Texas. more particularly described on Exhibit A attached hereto
mdnudupaﬂhmfwgaherwllhmyhﬂldmymdlmpmmammemmd
appurienances thereto (the "Propeny”); and :

3. WHEREAS, the Property is part of the Conroe Creosoting Superfund Site ("Site”). which
" the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (*EPA”), parsuant to Section 105 of the '
Comprehensive Eavironmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act CERCLA™,
42 US.C. § 9605, placed o the National Priosities List, s set forth in Appendix 13 of
. the National Oif and Hazardous Substances Poflution Contingency Plan ("NCP*). 40
C.F.R. Part 300, by publication in the Federal Register on September 22, 2003; and

4. WHEREAS, the Site, which is identified es the Conroe Creosoting Superfund Site.
TCEQ Remediation Division, Supeifund Section (Identifcation Number SUPOSI). Mor:
iaformation s avllsble fom the TCEQ Cental Reconts Office o the TCEQ wesie
The eddresses for TCEQ are as follows: :

Physical:

TomCmnmmnonEnvmmemalemy
Central Records Office

L

T e
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12100 Park 35 Circle, Building E

~ Austin, TX 78753

Mailing: T

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Central Records Office, MC-213

P.0. Box 13087

Austin, TX 78711-3087

5. WHEREAS, in a Record of Decision daled September 29. 2003, (the "ROD"), the EPA

Region 6 Superfund Division Director sclected. and the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality (*TCEQ") concurred with. a “remedial action” for the Site, which

- provides, in part, for the following actions:

a Agmmd‘mmoniwﬁmpmgmmmuﬁkmeeﬂ‘ecﬁmofwwwm@im

processes in reducing contaminant concentrations in the Sand-1 aquifer as well as
mﬂmthmismexpoammecmhmabov;thdﬂnklngwamumiw;
Long-term maintenance of the RCRA veuh containing the contaminated soils and
sediments excavated from the Site and adjacem Stewart's Creek: and
Placcment of appropriste institutional controls to ensure that any future land owners
will be notified that the land was a former Superfind sitc and hazardous substances
remaining on-site In the ground water arc sbove health-based concentration levels:
prevent future insmuaﬂm:sofwatemmplywdlsamwsnc;mdmﬁmﬁrhm
redevelopment of the property to non-residential use based on contaminant
concentrations remaining in the surface soils, EPA will attempt to negatlaic an
Administrative Order on Corisenit or other mechanism implemcenling a propenty
easement and/or other appropriate controls with the landowner of the Site.

6. WHEREAS,whhthecxcepﬁonofhlplememﬁonofﬁle institutional controls. the

remedial action hes been implemented et the Site; and
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7. WHEREAS, the partics hereto have agreed 1) to grart a permanent right of ccess over
the Property to the Grantee for purposes of implementing. facilitating and monitoring the
nmedinluﬁon:andZ)mhnposemoumptnymemtﬁcumdseovennmsﬂm will
run with the land for the purpose of protecting humnan health and the environment;

8. WHEREAS, Grantor wishes to cooperate fully with the Grantee in the implementation of
all response action at the Site; :

NOW THEREFORE -

9. Grant: Grantor, on behalf of itself, its successors and assigns, in consideration of [the
terms of the Consent Decree in the case of United States and State of Texas v. Conroe
Creosoting Company , does hereby covenant and declare that the Property shall be
subjecnbtheresnlcﬂonsonmsat‘onhbelaw.anddoesgive. grant and convey to the
Grantee. and its assigns, with general warranties of title. 1) the perpetual right to enforce
said use restrictions, and 2) an environmental protection cascment of the nature and
“character. and for the purposes hereinafter set forth. with respect to the Propenty.

10. Purpose: Itmmepmposeofﬂﬂsmmmwmwymtheomuumlmyﬂgm&
wlﬂchmﬂmwiththoland.tofwhmtheremdmﬁonofmenwmenml .
comam:mﬁmandwmmhmmnlwalthmdtheemmmbyredmngthedskof
exposure Lo contaminants.

ll.m_qimnm;mfollowiﬁgresuicﬂonsonuseapplytotheuxoflhchumy.mn
with the land and are binding on tho Grantor: ’

g. Prohibit the installation of water wells at the Conroe Creosoting Site. The
restrictions would prevent use of the Sand-1 aquifer until the remedial goals have
been attained across-the Site and the installation of wells within the former
process and disposal areas to prevent the downward movermmol'cmoteand

pentachloropheno) during the well installation process;
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b. Prohibit the removal of vegetation from the landfill cover, if such removal may
. result In the subsequent erusion or removal of the soil cover over the landfill or
treated material : : - \

¢. Prohibit the excavation or trenching into the RCRA landfill contents (the RCRA
landfill contents exceed TCEQ protective cleanup levels (PCLs)  orthe
associated soil cover:

d. Restrict ﬁnm'cMevdopmem of the property to non-residential usc based on

_ conlammamconeenmmsmmnmgmtheqnfaeesoﬂs,md

¢. Notification to any future land owners that the land was a former Superfund site
and hazardous substances remaining on-site in the ground water are above health-
based concentration levels '

12, Modification of restrictions: The above restrictions may be modified, or terminated in
whale or in part, in writing, by the Grantee. lfreqwedbytheﬁramor such writing will
be executed by Grantee in recordable form:

13. Right of access: A right of access for the United Stites, the State of Texas, and their
employess, representatives, agents, contractors, and subcontractors. to the Property at all
mnabluﬁmcsfutbefdlowingpwpomslnﬂnmwﬁhthelmdmdbcbiudﬁuon
Grantor: ' ;

8. Implementing the response actions in the ROD;

~b. Verifying any data or information relating to the Site: _

¢. Verifying that no action is being taken on the Property in violation of the terms of
this instrument or of any federal or state environental laws or regulations; -

d. Monitoring response actions on the Site and conducting investigations relating to
contemination on or near the Site, including, without limitation, sampling of air,

water, sediments, soils, and specifically, without hrmlation.obtaimagspluor

duplicate samples;

e MabngappmpﬂatenpmrsmmeRCRAvanhmmngtheconmwdsoﬂs
and sediments excavated fom the Site and adjacent Stewart’s Creek;

C-4
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f. Conducting periodic reviews of the remedial action, including but not limited to.
reviews required by applicable statutes and/or regulations;

g Implementing additional or new response actions if the Grantee, in its sole
discretion. determines i) that such actions are necessary to protect the
environment because either the original remedial action has proven to be
ineffective or because new technology has been developed which will accomplish
the purposes of the remedie! action in a significantly more efficient or cost
effective manner; and, ii) that the additional or new response actions will not
impose any significantly greater burden on the Property or unduly interfere with
the then existing uses of the Property

In conducting such ectivities on the Property. the party having access (o the Property
shal) use reasonable efforts 1o minimize interference with or interruption of Grantor's -
usc of the Property, (o the extent consistent with the requirements of the Consent
Decree, and shall provide to the Grantor the results from eny sampling on the
Property. ‘ .

14. Reserved riahts of Grantor; Grantor hereby reserves unto itself, its successors. and

" assigns, all rights and privileges in and to the use of the Property which are not

incompatible with the restrictions, rights, covenants and easements granted herein. -

15. Federal authority: Nothing in this document shall limit or otherwise affect EPA’s rights
ofenwynndmotEPA'samhoﬁtymmkempomacﬁomunduCERCLA.me
NCP, or other federal law.

16. MWMdghtofmmmmbythegmrﬂpubhcmmypomon
ofthe?mpmyuconveyedbythhinsmncm. '

17. Nofice requirement; Grantor agrees to include in any instrument conveying any interest in .
gny portion of the Property, including but not limited to deeds, leases and mortgages, 8
notice which is in substantislly the following form:

NOTICE: THE INTEREST CONVEYED HEREDY IS

SUBJECT TO AN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
EASEMENT AND DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIVE

C-5
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COVENANTS, DATED August ___, 2009, RECORDED IN
THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY CLERK, MONTGOMERY
COUNTY, TEXAS, ON , 2610, IN-BOOK ., PAGE
__, INFAVOR OF, AND ENFORCEABLE BY, THE TEXAS

COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND BY
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.

Within thirty (30) days of the date eny such instrument of conveyante is executed. Grantor
mmmcmmmamﬁedmmpyofmdmnmmﬂ,lﬁlmummﬂd
in the public land records, 13 recording reference.

ﬂlelmaeslsacqnn'edbydiellnhedSmesbyﬂuslnsmmxsmeEPA

19. @ngm.mﬁmmm}bemﬂeﬂwmfmumtemoﬂhisinmumemby
resort to specific performiance or legal process. All remedies available hereunder shall be
in addition to any and all other remedies at law or in equity. including CERCLA.
Enforcement of the terms of this instrument shall be at the discretion of the Grantes, and
any forbearance, delay or omission to exercise its rights under this instrument in the even:
of a breach of any term of this instrument shail not be deemned 0 be a waiver by the
Grantee of such term or of any subsequent brech of the same or any other term, or of
any of the rights of the Grantee under this instrument. .

20. Damage: Gramtee shall be entitled to recover damages for violations of the terms of this
|mumnmu.wformymjuryml}=mnedmlmmmﬂwpublmormuwenvwmml
protected by this instrument. .

21. Waiver of certain defenses: Grantor hereby waives any defense of leches, estoppel. or
prescription.

H.gmm:ﬁtmhembymvamwmﬂwhhﬂnUnmdSmmdlmamIgm,ﬂm_
the Grantor is lewfully seized in fee simple of the Property, that the Grantor has a good
and lawful right and power to sell and convey it or any interest therein. that the Property
mﬁeemdclearofenmbrm,mdthmtheﬁmmllfmemwamnlandde&nd
ihehﬂeﬂmetomdﬁ:equsﬂposmnﬁueof. ) ,

23. Notices: Any notice, demand, request, consent, epprovel, or communication that either
party desires or is required to give to the other shall be in writing and shall either be
served personally or sent by first elass mail, postage prepaid, addressed as follows:

To Grantor; To Qrantee:
Conroe Creosoting Company Environmental Protestion Agency
¢/o Charline Muller, 1445 Ross Avenue _
S04/ 502 West Dallas £/  Dallas, TX 75202
Conroe. TX 77301
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. A copy of each such communication shall elso be sent to the following: To EPA:
- - Qary A. Baumgarten -
‘ 1445 Ross Avenue (6SF-RA)

Dallas, TX 75202

24. Generel provisians:
a mmng_hmmhumuﬁonmdpeﬁomancconhwimtﬂmﬂbe
govemned by the Jaws of the United States or, if there are no epplicable federal Jaws.

: by the law of the state where the Property is located.

b. Liberl construction; Any general rule of construction to the contrary
uotwithstanding, this instrument shall be liberally construed in favor of the grant to
"effect the purpose of this instrurment end the policy and purpose of CERCLA. If any

. provision of this instrument is found to be ambiguous, an interpretation consistént
withdwpmpouoﬂhisms&umuuMwoﬂdmnderﬂmpmvldonvahdshallbe
favored over any interpretation that would render it invalid.

¢. Secyersbility: lrmypmvislononbishlsmunuu.wthenpphcaﬁonofmomymn
_or circumstance, is found to be invalid, the remainder of the provisions of this
instrument, or the application of such provisions to persons or circumstances other
than those to which it is found to be invalid, as the case may be. shall not be affected

d. Entire Asreement; This instrument scts forth the entire agreement of the parties with
respect to rights and restrictions created hereby, and supersedes all prior discussions.
negotiations, understandings, or agreements relating thereto, all of which are merged
herein.

e. No Forfeiture; Nothing contained herein will result in a forfelture or reversion of

. Grantor’s title in any respect. ,

f. Joint Obligation: If there are two or more partics identified as Grantor herein. the
obligations imposed by this instrument upon them sh4ll be joint and several.

8 Sncccgsors: The covenants, terms, conditions, and restrictions of this instrument
shall be binding upon, and inure to the benefit of, the parties hereto and their
respective personal representatives, heirs, successors. and assigns and shall continuc
2s a servitude running in perpetuity with the Property. The term *Grantor”, wherever
used herein, and any pronouns used in place thereof, shall include the persons and/or
entitles named at the beginning of this documen, identified es *Grantor” and their
personal representatives, heirs, successors, and assigrs. The term "Grantee”,
wherever used herein, and any pronouns used in place thereof, shall include the
persons and/or entities named at the beginning of this documen. identified as
“Grantee” and their personal representatives, heirs, successors, and assigns. The
rights of the Grantee and Grantor under this instrument are freely assignable, subject

v e
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tothcnoﬁeep:wulomhereot
aation ghts and Oblipations; A party’s rights and obligations under this
ummenttermmateupontransferofthepm-ty 8 interest in the Easement or

Property, except that liability for acts or omissions occurring prior to transfer shall

survive transfer.

i. Captions; The captions in this instrument bave been inserted solely for convenience -
ofmfmncemdmmtapaﬂofthuimumlmdshalﬂmcnoem:cnqaon
construction or interpretation.

J. Counterparts: The parties may cxccute this instrument in two or more counterparts.

which shal), in the aggregate, be signed by both parties; each counterpart shall be

deemed an original Instrument as against any party who has signed it. In the event of
mdhﬁwmmhmmodmmcmmmmmuhﬂlbe
controlling. )

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD unio the United States and its essigns forever,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor bas caused this Agreement to be signed in its name.

mmm;}_gdayor_%_,zmo.

By: Mée«——
Chs: -Z/"‘""M

STATE OF TEXAS)
)COUNTY OF
MONTGOMERY) '

On this3° day of IO ".';t'uo. before me, the undersigned. a Notary Public in and for the
State of Texas, duly commissioned and swom, personally eppeared AB=vE known to be the
President of Conroe Creosoting, the corporatian that executed the foregoing instrument, and
scknowledged the said instrument to be the free and voluntary act and deed of said
corporation, for the uses and purposes therein mentioned, and on oath stated that they are
authorized to execute said instnument. . _
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Witness my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and year written above. -

] CHARLES W. BOYD. Notary Public in and for the
Puti, Suaa o Toncs State of Texas |
My CMﬂm Expires: :
This ezsement lsmpmdﬂﬂs@y of STt . 2010.
' | UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.

thepmandlormuesnanwdanhebeghnmgoﬁhsdocumenmdumfwdas "Crantor" and ;-
meirpersonalrep:umva.hﬂm.mandmim o

U.S ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Attachment: Exhibit A - legal description of the Property

bt s
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Exhibh A - Legal Description of the Property

* BEING lwmmdhdhhmml&mh&m A-mumuuycmy Tuumdbdmomd
the Henry Runge Addition. map of which is recorded in Yolume 1. Pege 8 of Montgomery County Map Records
(MCMR) also being out of saveral tracts of land described in deeds to Conroe Creasating Company calted 61.36
ecres recorded in Volurne 251, Page 264 of Montgomery County Deed Records (MCDR), 9.C0 acres and 20.39
acres recordod in Volume 265, Page 612 MCDR, 2.38 acres recorded in Volume 318, Page 53 MCDR, 4491
scres recorded in Vohane 871, Page 724 MCDR, and 5.962 acres recorded in Volome 898,Page 815 MCDR. a
pa-ﬂmofuldwummmdhl.hPuduumdedmderﬁhmdeﬂsmwﬂllulhmlm
Mmmm(‘mmy Tunnidl”.?ﬂmbehgmmhhﬂyduchdsfonm

BEGINNING at a concrete manument found marking the southeast camer of abave mentioned 20.39 acre trart
ond the southwest corer of @ Golf States utility Company foe tract described in deed recorded in Volume 480,
Page 532 MCDR. in the north fight-of-way line of State Highway IM.!ight-of—waymu\dbmuddn
Volume 182, Page 108 MCDR, for the southeast comer of herein described tract; )

"THENCE S 82°41°1 I"W., (Hwy, Call N 85°53'E )mmmnmofnmom:uuwmm
tien of State Highway lmroudlmnuof”u'l&uwnln'uppedlmnodm!brmebesinn!ngoh

03°00 curve to the left:

THENCE continuing, the south line of said 20.39 acres pnd the south line of said 61.36 acres. also
the north line of State 105 on a curve 1o the left having a radius of 1909.86 feet (Call 03°00° curve)
and a central angle of 26° 15°43" for & distance of 67539 feet. chord bears § 11’33'20"W 671.58' . we
.'J‘:npyadlrunmdmmrmmduldm

THENCE S .62°25°29"W., (Hwy. Call N §5°47°E .) continuing along the south Hen of sald 61.36 scres and the
north kine of State Highway 105 for a distance of 1343.21 feet 1o 8 1/2” iron rod found for the southwest comer
of herein descried tract and the southezst corner of Fred McCrorey 7.20 acre tract described in deed recorded in
volume 898, Page 818 MCDR ;

THENCE N.20°29'45"W., ().P. Waddil} 1948 Survey Call N. 16°00° W.,475.7°) along the lower west line of
said Conroe Creosote Company tract and the east [ine of said 7.20 acres for o distante of 630,30 fect to 8 172"
lronmdrmmmnaﬂmﬂmeruﬂthewmhmmofmdﬂﬁmmdnwumot
hereln descried tract;

THENCE S .68°14°28°W_, (Call S .71°50"34" W, 246.41") slong the m,ﬂm'nfliid 3.962 acres and the north linc
of said 7.20 acres for a distance of 246.30 fect to a 172" fron rod fbund for an angle point in same:

THENCE 8.57°39"11"W_, (Cal} § .61°17'29"W... 606.40") continuing along the south line of said 5.962 acres and
the north line of sald 7.20 acres 545.9"past a 172" iron rod found for a reference corner and continus on in all a tota)
distance of 603.91 feet to the center-line of Siewan's Creck, for the upper soathwest comer of hereln descrided .
wact: .

mwwmqhnorm-mmmmum

S.86°0105"W., (Call S .89°43°14"W., ﬁ')hamofﬂwm »

N. 10°42°'55"W.,, (Call N .07°00°46"W., 325.60°) for 2 distance of 325.60 feet ;

N.3J9°09'S5"W., (Call N.31927°46"W.. $4.59") for @ distance of 54.91 feet to the northwest comer
of said 5,962 acres in the south fine of David Abner, Estate 14.35 acre tract detcribed in deed recorded in volume
B3, Page 624 MCDR, for the lower northwest comer of herein described tract; .

THENCEN.70’2!'50'F-..(ClﬂN.TC.II'IfE.CMﬂ')MﬂlMﬂh line of said 5.962 acres end the south
kine of sald 14.3S acres. at 103.57 feet pass 8 1/2" iron pipe found for a reference carner and continne on in all for
a tota! distance of 435.35 feet to a 1/2" iron rod found for the southeasi comer of said 14.35 acres and the

-C-10
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APPENDIX E C pegell .

Mmm&ofnﬁ'“.ﬂ scres, for an tnside comer of herein described tract

THENCE N .18°59°31*W.,(Call N. 15°32°27°E., 1169.97") along the west line of said 14.35 gcres and the went
Ene of said 44.91 ncres for a dintance of 116943 feet 1o 8 concrete monument found for their northwes and
sortheast comers respectively. also the southwest comer of a Gulf States Utility Company 3.92 acre tract described
tn deed recorded in Vohume 504, Pege 538 MCDR, for the northwest comer of hersin described tract :

THENCE N.70°47°2] *E.. (CallN 74°15" 10°E.. 1631.89") along the north line of said 44.91 acves and the south
. line of szid 3.92 scres for a distance of 163128 feet 1o 4 concrete monument found for their northeast and
toutheast corner respectively, in the west line of safd 61.36 acres. for an inside corner of bereln described tract ;

THENCE N. 18°40°22*W., (Call N, I5°W., 1320") along the west line of sald 61 36 acres and the east line of said
3.92 scres for a distance of $5.24 feet to an tron stake found for their nortirwest and northeast comers respectively fo
mcmmhllmomeNannluulmwahpnsmmwmdudmﬁtholm
62,Page 406 MCDR, for an upper nosthwest comner of herein described tract ;

THENCE N.74°49'3 I'E., (Call by Waddill 1948 Survey N .78°18°E., 422.2°) slong the nonh line of sald

61.36 acres and the south line of sald 76.8 acres for s distance of 423.36 feet to a cone. monument found for the

scuthenst comer of sald 78.8 zeres and the sosthwest comer of O .L. King 43.18 acres described in deed
recorded in Volume 346, Page 72 MCOR. for #n angle point in the north tien of herein dewn'bdm

THENCE N .71°33"53"E...(Call by Waddllj 1848 Survey N .75%00'E., 1337.0°) along the north line ol‘uld 61.36
scres and said 9.0 acres, also the south (ine of said 43.16 acres, passing its southeast corner and the southwest
corner of W .B. Etheridge 1.0 acre tract described in deed reconded in Volume 625,Pege 233 MCDR, and continue
“on in all & total distance of 1337.38 feet to a 1" iron pipe faund Cor the northeast corner of said 9.0 acres and the
southeast corner of said 1.0 ecre in the west line of Timberloch East Subdivisfon, mpofwblchhm-dedb
Cabinet D, Sheet 191-B MCMR, for the northeast corner of hereln described tract;

THENCE S. 18°28'00°E., (Call by Waddill 1948 Survey S. lS‘OO'E.ZO‘ISJ')MﬂneaﬂIImoanOOm
61.36 ncres and 20.39 zores, 2iso the west line of sald Timberloch East Subdivision and said Gulf States Utility
Company fee tract for a distance of 2073.02 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING and containing 149.227 ecres of
land. .
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APPENDIX D — PUBLIC NOTICE
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Conroe Creosoting Company Superfund Site
Public Notice
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6
Third Five-Year Review of Site Remedy

W acenct

October 2017

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 6 (EPA) will be conducting the
third five-year review of remedy implementation and performance at the Conroe
Creosoting Company Superfund site (Site) in Conroe, Texas. A wood-treating facil-
ity operated at the Site from 1946 to 1997. The site-wide remedy includes monitored
natural attenuation of groundwater, long-term maintenance of an on-site Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act landfill, and imiplementation of institutional con-
trols to restrict land use and control exposures. The five-year review will determine
if the remedy is still protective of human health and the environment. The five-year
review is scheduled for completion by September 2018.

The report will be made available to the public at the following local information
repository:
Montgomery County Memorial Library
Central Branch (Conroe)
104 Interstate 45 North

Conroe, Texas 77301
(936) 539-7814

Site status updates are available on the Internet at
www.epa.gov/superfund/conroe-creosoting
All media inquiries should be directed to the EPA Press Office at (214) 665-2200

For more information about the Site, contact:

Gary Baumgarten/Remedial Project Manager
(214) 665-6749
or 1-800-533-3508 (toll-free)

or by email at baumgarten.gary@epa.gov

Legal Advertising

HOUSTON COMMUNITY
[ NEWSPAPERS

& MEDIA GROUP

| $A1V¥0LOa7d SOLTALSIQ HU St




APPENDIX E — INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORMS

Conroe Creosoting Company - Five-Year Review Interview Form
Superfund Site :

Site Name: Conroe Creosotmg Company EPAID No.: TXD008091951

Subject Name: McCalley, Dee Affiliation: TCEQ

Time: 11:00a.m. Date: 1/19/2018

Interview Format (circle one): InPerson  Phone -~ Mail m -

N~

Interview Category: State Agency

What is your overall i lmpressmn of the project including cleanup, maintenance and reuse activities (as
appropriate)? .

The third FYR site visit was conducted on October 19, 2017.

The RCRA landfill is in good shape with vegetation covering most of the top of the landfill. There are a few
bald spots, however, the majority of the cap is well established with vegetation. No trees were noted although
there are some growing in the fence surrounding the cap.

What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site?

The remedy appears to be functioning as designed. However, data is pending on the recently installed ‘sentry
wells’ to verify that groundwater has not been impacted from the landfill.

Data from the existing well network, including the new wells installed during the optimization period,
indicate that the plume in the Sand 1 unit is delineated to the south and there are no indications of
contamination off site. As noted in the previous FYR, many of the excavation areas around the former process -
areas do not have monitoring wells, particularly in the deeper groundwater units (Sand 2). Any off-site
migration of NAPL in either the Sand 1 or Sand 2 unit would be a concern.

Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding site-related environmental issues or remedlal
actlvm&s from residents in the past five years?

None that has been brought to my attention.

Has your office conducted any site-related activities or communications in the past five years? If so,
please describe the purpose and results of these activities.

Yes. TCEQ provides semi-annual maintenance and site security observations of the landfill cap and also
monitors the leachate levels in the landfill. The leachate was removed, filtered and treated in December 2014-

January 2015, and the treated water was ‘sprinkled’ back onto the landfill. Further leachate recovery has not
been necessary. :

Are you aware of any changes to state laws that might affect the proteéﬁveness of the Site’s remedy? .

No.

E-1.



6. Are you comfortable with the status of the institutional controls at the Site? If not, what are the
associated outstanding issues? o

Yes.
7. Are you aware of any changes in projected land use(s) at the Site?

-

No.

8. Do you have any comments, suggestlons or recommendations regarding the management or operation
of the Site’s remedy? - :

Annual sampling/monitoring should continue on the Site for all of the monitoring wells. Four new ‘sentry’
wells were installed around the RCRA landfill (one upgradient and three downgradient). These wells have not
been sampled. An initial sampling event of the sentry wells will be scheduled this fiscal year to establish a-
baseline. Once the sampling event report is received, TCEQ intends to use the data to monitor the integrity of
the landfill.



Conroe Creosoting Company Five-Year Review Interview Form

Superfund Site :

Site Name:  Conroe Creosoting Company EPA ID No.:  TXD008091951
Interviewer Name: Matt Marquis ' Affiliation: Symmetry Development
Subject Name: Owners Agent Affiliation: .  East Davis Develapment
Time: 11:00 a.m. Date: 1/19/2018

Interview Format (circle one): In Person - Phone Mail Otherremail

What is your overall impression of the remedial activities at the Site?
To my knowledge, agencies are overseeing; _
a. The monitoring of groundwater from monitoring wells. -
"~ b. The monitoring and/or maintenance of the RCRA cap/vault.
What have been the effects of the Site on the surrounding community, if any?
None are known at this time.
What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site?"

It appears the goals are being achieved per the agencies’. comments and observations.

4. Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding environmental issues or the remedial action from
residents since implementation of the cleanup?

None are known at this time.

Do you feel well-informed regarding the Slte s activities and remedlal progress? If not, how mlght EPA
convey site-related information in the future?

Yes.

6. Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the management or operation of the
Site’s remedy?

The City of Conroe has plans to extend a major thoroughfare from the intersection of FM 1314 and State
Highway 105 to Airport Road. This new road will bisect the site on the west end of the site. The nght of way
is intended to be dedicated as public use with public utilities.



APPENDIX F — DATA REVIEW SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION

Table F-1: PCP and Naphthalene Concentrations in Groundwater
(Source: 2017 Optimization Investigation Report)

Cumulative Naphthalene and Pentachlorophenol Concentrations in Ground Water

F-1

Ni ber| February | Ocober | August |Septemb May August | Octob May | Octob March | Octob J; D b July February
2005 2006 2006 | 2008 2008 2010 2010 | 2010 | 2011 | 2001 | 2012 | 2012 | 2013 2013 2014 2017
Monitoring Well 1D —Compound R NN I T WD NN N Loy | o) | gy | gty | gy |
P [Napthalene 0.17 NS NS <0.5 NS NS <5.0 <5.0 NS P&A | P&A | PaA | Pe&A | P&A PRA P&A P&A
Pentachlorophenol 1.0 NS NS <10 | NS NS <020 | <020 | NS P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A PRA P&A P&A
sl [Napthalene 0.17 NS NS <0.5 NS NS <5.0 <5.0 NS PEA | P&A | PEA | P&A | P&A PRA P&A P&A
[Pentachlorophenol 1.0 NS NS <L0 NS NS <020 | <020 | NS P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | PEA P&A P&A P&A
ook |Napthal 0.17 NS <0.5 <0.5 NS NS <5.0 <5.0 NS P&A | PEA | P&A | P&A | PRA PEA P&A P&A
|Pentachlorophenol 1.0 NS <0.9 <1.0 NS NS 095J | <020 | NS P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A P&A P&A P&A
|Napthal 0.17 NS NS <0.5 NS NS <5.0 <5.0 NS PEA | P&A | PXA | PRA | P&A P&A P&A PEA
Sp— F’umchlompheml 1.0 NS NS <10 NS NS | 0040 I 202; NS P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A P&A P&A P&A
S Napthalene 0.17 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 NS NS 0.027 <50 | <50 | <05 000U | 50U | 05U | 050 | 05U 05U | 0.097U
: Pentachlorophenol 1.0 <1.0 <0.9 <1.0 NS NS <020 Ulv| <020 | <0.40) | <09 [020UJv] 020U | 09U | 10U | 09U 10U | 0.194U
FM 0.17 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 NS NS <50 <50 | <50 | <05 Jolou] sou | osu | osu | osu 05U | 0.0967U
o Pentachlorophenol 1.0 <1.0 <09 <10 NS NS [<020 Uv| <020 | <0403 | <10 |020Ukv]| 020U | 09U | 10U ,':;ﬁ 09U | 0a193U
ST [Napthal 0.17 NS <0.5 <0.5 NS NS <5.0 <5.0 NS P&A | P&A | Pa&A | P&A | P&A P&A P&A P&A
Pentachlorophenol 1.0 NS <1.0 <1.0 NS NS [<0.20 U] <020 | NS P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A P&A P&A P&A
'MW-RA/MW-15 [Napthal 0.17 164 11.5 365 NA NA P&A PEA | P&A | P&A | PaA | PeA | PaA | PaA P&A P&A P&A
sy e o Pentachlorophenol 0 109 133__| 787 | #%%0 | ieoee | Pean | PEA | PeA | PaA | PaA | PeA | PEA | P& | PEA | PRA | PeA
P [Napthalene 0.17 NS <0.5 <0.5 NS NS <5.0 <5.0 NS P&A | P&A | Pa&A | Pa&A | P&A P&A P&A P&A
Pentachl 1 1.0 NS <10 <1.0 NS NS ]<020 U] <020 | NS P&A | P&A | P&A | PEA | P&A P&A P&A P&A
Napthal 0.17 1.2 NS 1.3 NA NA 218l <5.0 80 a6 01011 sou 051! 051 8 07 0.0956 1
IMW- 167 125/
i e = Pentachlovophenol 10 611 NS 13 | s 2 ?r':{r’ oy | &7 | e | 302 |03y | #*F | aa | w2 a8 145
Napthalene 0.17 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 NS NS 4,600 3,300| 3600 | 4670 | 6000 | 4800 | 2410 | 3,740 | 3970 2.020 3}%
MW-11A
0.86 LY/ By | sy | w | 24 | By ny
Pentachlorophenol 1.0 14 <09 L6 NS NS |nweenr|T, o B | wggs A o erirs]| w367 | w430 66.1 68.1 Siki
Napthal 0.17 — — —_ — —- — — - — — — — — — — 0.0963 U
Ww- p
MW-17A T v ™0 —y e o — e e 457 o pacn vy e — i — — 0.193 U
Napthal 0.17 — — — — — — — — — — — - — o— — 0.0962 U
WA Pentachlorophenol 1.0 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.192 U
- SAND-1 Deep Mositoring Wells - :
MW-TB [Napthalenc 0.17 NS NS <0.5 NS NS <50 <5.0 NS P&EA | PEA | P&A | PEA | P&A P&A P&A P&A
Pentachlorophenol 1.0 NS NS <1.0 NS NS <020 | <020 | NS P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A P&A P&A P&A
S Napthal, 0.17 NS NS <05 NS NS <5.0 <5.0 NS P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A PEA P&A PEA
Pentachlorophenol 1.0 NS NS <L.0 NS NS <020 | <020 | NS PEA | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A P&A P&A P&A
i Napthal 0.17 NS <05 <05 NS NS <5.0 <5.0 NS PEA | P&A | P&A | PEA | P&A PEA P&A PEA
Pentachiorophenol 1.0 NS <0.9 <1.0 NS NS <020 | <020 | NS P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A P&A P&A P&A
S Napthalene 0.17 NS NS <0.5 NS NS <5.0 <5.0 NS P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A P&A P&A P&A
Pentachlorophenol 1.0 NS NS <10 NS NS o082 i3] <020 | NS P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A P&A P&A P&A
= —— — — = — — —— —= — — — —




Cumulative Naphthalene and Pentachlorophenol Concentrations in Ground Water

INOTE:

Bold, italicized

<
]
L
MCL
pg/l
NS
P&A
RSl

All concentrations are reported in units of pg/L.
All ground water samples were analyzed for SVOCs by a EPA Region 6 using CLP SOM02.3

Entry indicates an exceedance of the MCL and/or RSL.
Well was not installed when sample was collected

Indicates that the analyte was not detected above the sample quantitation limit shown.

Estimated value

is below contract-required quantitation limit

Reported

EPA Maximum Contaminant Level ((EPA, May 2016)
Micrograms per liter

Well not sampled

Monitoring well is plugged and abandoned

EPA Regi Screening Level for Tap Water (EPA, May 2016)

N ber| February | Ocober | August |Septemb. May | August | Octob May | Octob March | October | J; y | D b July February
2005 | 2006 | 2006 | 2008 | 2008 | 2010 | 2010 | 2000 | 2011 | 201 | 2012 | 2002 | 203 | 2003 | 2004 | 2007
- = . - SAND-1 Deep Monitoring Wells
Napthal 017 <05 05 | <05 | Ns NS <50 ]| <50 | <50 | <05 J0a0U [ 272 ] 05U | 050 | 05U | 05U JO009%8U
20 Uv
- Pentachlorophenol 10 <10 09 | <10 | ns Ns | 018w | <020 of: ;J‘" <09 | *020 | 020u | 10u | osu | osu | osu | oussu
. Ulv
v Napthalene (XK <05 05 | <05 | %8 NS S50 | <50 | <50 | <05 040U | 50U | 05U | 05U | 05U | 05U |omeu
Pentachl ] 10 <10 <10 | <10 | _Ns NS 0221 20 | 026 0| <09 [020Ulv] 020U | 09U | 09U | 10U | 09U | 01930
poracom Napthal 017 NS 05 | <05 | NS NS <50 | <50 | Ns | P&A | PaA | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | PaxA | PEA
[Pentachlorophenol 10 NS <09 <1.0 NS NS 0042 13| <020 | NS | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A PEA P&A
[Napthalene .17 <05 <05 | <05 | NA NA <50 | <50 | <50 | <05 010U ] 50U | 05U | 05U | 05U | 05U | 00970
0
- Pentachlorophenol 10 <10 <0 | <to | <to | <10 |oosas| <020 | <0403 <09 |o20us] 020U | 09U | 09U ,'I o”é 09u | oa9su
—— Napthalene 017 NS <05 | <05 | NS NS 50 | <50 | _Ns | PeA | PEA | PaA | PEA | PEA | PaA | PEA | PEA
Pentachlorophenol 1.0 NS 09 | <10 | NS NS 024 | <020 | NS | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | P&A | PaA | P&A
T n Napthalene 007 <05 NS 05 | NA NA NS Ns | 20EE] <05 Jowou | 50U | 05U | o5t 7] & | omeu
MW-10B/MW-4 6B/MW-16B-R | tachlomophono] 10 713 NS 7 it 97 NS NS v wedlavese| ety [ o0 av | 48 [T i1 o
Napthal 0.7 s g il p — v B TR B N N B ey — | 009450
s e |r_‘[ hlorophenol 1.0 o 4594 i g Y oo Sor. | s g peE — — . Py 0.189 U
SANDZ Wells
[Napthal 017 NS NS <05 | NS NS <50 | <50 | <50 | <05 010U [ 2427 ] 05U ] 050 | 050 | 05U Jo0o77U
MW-12 09U/ | 09U
Pentachlorophenol 10 NS NS <to | s NS f<020 unf <020 | <040 [ <09 Jo2oun o20u | 22N | 205 ou | esu | oassu
Napthalene 0.17 NS NS <05 | Ns NS <s0 | <s0 | <so | <05 |orou| sou | osu | osu| osu | osu :)'l:;:::;
MW-13 i
Pentachlorophenol 10 NS NS <10 | ~s Ns  [<020 uw] <020 |<040us| <09 [o20uw| 020U | 09U | 1ou | 09U | osu ?6' ;’32”6
i Napthal XK NS 05 | <05 | NS NS 0 | <50 | <50 | <05 [000U] 500 | 050 ] 050 | 05U | 05U | 009520
Pentachlorophenol 10 NS <10 | <10 | Ns NS |<020 Ulv] <0.20 |<040U3] <10 020 Uiv] 0200 | tou | 09U | 10U | 05U | 019U
- e e e — vt P e i Vi T bt 4 A Yo o L Mttt 30 v — e — e - s i A

'MW- 15A was installed as a replacement well for MW-8A; this well was plugged and abandoned in October 2008 due to possibly

being a conduit lomrulylng subsurﬁlcc impact. Wcll ID and corresponding data are color coded for this well.
P iotring wells MW-10A and 10B, respectively after they were damaged during the initial
in situ chemical oxidation pilot test. Wellmandcmmdmgdlumcolorcodedfunhcscwdls

*MW-16A & 16B were lled to

*MW-16B-R was installed as a replacement well for MW-16B after problems were reported for the well during the May 2010 LTRA

sampling event. Well ID and corresponding data are color coded for this well.




Table F-2: Soil Analytical Results
(Source: 2017 Optimization Investigation Report)

Analytical Data Summary for Seil Samples

Location _HW-I'IA
MW-17A-2-4 MW-17A-34-36 MW-17A-60-61
021972017 01972017 V192017 Ropionet Scoaising Ly
) 24 3436 60-61
Units |Concentration | Qualifier |Concentration | Qualifier |Concentration | Quatifier | Industrial Sed """"""‘c""“’! A v ).
mg/kg 32 LJ 0.0021 1] 0.026 17.00 0.00034
mg/kg 27 [¥] 0.0021 u 3000.00 019000
ma/kp 066 0.0021 U 0.0015 W] 200.00 0.00870
| me/kg | 0.082 ] 0.0021 U 021 ] NA NA
53 021 u 021 1] . 45000.00 5.50000
mg/kg 33 [¥] 021 u 021 u 1000.00 0.15000
_ma/kg 44 021 u 021 u 30000.00 5.40000
mg/kg 0.043 0.0041 1] 0.0041 1] 4.00 0000057
20 021 u 021 u NA NA
mg/kg 22 021 u 021 U 230000.00 58.00000
mafkg 034 [¥] 04 (11} 041 uJ NA NA
meg/kg 1l 04 u 041 1] 30000.00 $9.00000
64 0.21 u 0.21 u 23000.00 13.00000
me/kg 02 U 021 u 021 u 2200 0.00009
mg/kg 1.6 I 0.0021 u 0.0021 u $000.00 0.08000
mg/kg 1.5 J- 0.21 U .21 U 290.00 1.20000
mg/kg (¥ 0.0021 u 0.0021 1] 2 0.04 100
mg/kg 032 0.0021 1] 0.0021 1] 29.00 0.40000
mg/kg 043 0.0021 u 0.0021 u 029 0.00400
ma/kg 011 W] 021 u 021 1] 290 0.13000
0.097 [¥] 0.0021 1] 0.21 1] NA NA
LEakel. 00 ¥ T ¥ ]
MW-178-4-6 MW-17B-4-6-FD MW-178-63-64
ouTI017 0177017 0T Hapianel Sernton Louk
46 46 &‘T‘
vnits |c ; C gier |C: " Quatifier [C " Qualif Industrial Soil | Protection of Ground WaterRisk-based SSL.
ma/kg s 74 0.065 17.00 0.00034
mg/ke kN 51 0.016 3000.00 0. 196600
ma/kg 067 1.2 0.0026 200.00 000870
mg/kg 0.091 L 0.17 L 021 [ NA NA
ma/kg 5.1 Y] .21 U 45000.00 5. 50000
mg/kg is &3 021 u 1000.00 0.1 5000
mg/kg 38 tA ] 0.21 U 30000.00 3 0000
mgie | 007 L) a2 0.0041 U 400 LOOODST
mg/kg n 40 0.21 U NA NA
1.4 ) 33 [¥] 0.21 [ 230000.00 SE.00000
% 0.18 [¥] 0.28 [¥] 04 (] NA NA
11 21 04 U 30000.00 £9.00000
mg/kg 6.5 12 021 U 23000.00 13.00000
mg/kg 14 - 27 J- 0.0021 [ 290 0.00420
mg/kg 14 I 26 ) 021 u 290.00 1.20000
mg/kg %] 1.3 0,0021 1 2 1104 100
ma/ke 0.29 a3y 0.0m21 U 29.00 0 40000
mg/kg 835 82 0.0021 u 029 0 000
mg/kg 0.088 L) ol 5] .21 L 290 0.1 3000
|_me/kg | 0.071 L o.11 L 021 1] NA NA




Analvtical Data Summary for Soil Samples

TASB-01 TASB-02
TASB-01-39-40 TASBE-02-6-8 TASB-02-39-40
02197017 021972017 019217 I, Serosimiag & avaie
39-40 68 39-40
Units |Concentration | Qualifier | Concentration | Qualifier |Concentration | Qualifier | Industrial Soil SSL
(mg/kg)
IN-Nitroso-di-n propylamine mg/kg 0.2 u 099 u 0.023 [¥] 0.33 o000 1
il mg/kg 022 U 0.99 1] 0.03 ] $000.00 0.08000
mg/kg 0.42 1] 1.9 U 024 [¥] - -
mg/kg 0.42 1] 1.9 u 0.024 [¥] 1600.00 0.04400
mafkg 0.42 U 1.9 U 0.06 J -~ -
mg/kg 0.22 U 0.9 U 0.024 L £2000.00 230000
ma/kg 0.42 U 047 [¥] 041 1] 250000.00 330000
_mgfkg 042 1] 0.46 W] 041 u 41000.00 0.75000
»
mg/kg 042 u 1 u 041 u 0 -
mg/kg 022 U 0.34 [¥] 021 1] 16000.00 042000
mg/kg 029 67 052 17.00 000054
|-Methyinaphthalene mgfkg 0.11 36 0.15 3000,00 1.1 9000
[fr.1-Bipheayi mg/kg 0.03 [Y] 0.028 200,00 0.00570
Accnaphthylene mg/hg 0.21 U 0.83 8] 021 L 2= =
[Accnaphthene ma/kg 0.086 [¥] " 021 1] 45000.00 550000
[Dibenzofuran 0.07 J 37 0.21 u 1000.00 01 5000
[[Fluorenc mg/kg 0.089 %] 36 021 u 30000.00 540000
| mg/kg | 13 0.026 400 0.000057
th mg/kg 0,52 180 0.086 L - -
mg/kg 0.036 ] 20 021 1] 230000.00 5800000
mg/kg 0.42 1] 18 ] 041 1] - -
mg/kg 0.36 W] 72 0.032 L 30000.00 £9.00000
mg/kg 0.24 39 0.024 [N] 23000.00 130606000
D) | _mg/kg | 8093 &8 ) 0014 290 LO0420
“hrysene mg/kg 0.054 Ly 8 J- 021 U 290.00 1 20060
I8 mg/kg 0.034 [¥] &1 0.0057 2.90 0.04100
mg/kg 0.02 LS 0.0027 29.00 (0 40600
mafkg 2 0,0032 0.29 V00400
mg/kg 022 U adl L) 0.21 U 290 0.1 3000
mg/kg 0.22 1] 0.31 L) 021 U - -
“ﬂl E L 063 L 021 4] 25000,00 [NE
Analytical Data Summary for Soil Samples
MW-18A
D MW-18A-8-10 MW-184-26-28 MW-18A-74-76 s i St
02152017 a2nsn2en7 02152017 b
feet, 810 26-28 74-76
[ ey P, e €« " .w
Analyte Units c“-ﬁ-:]mcmlmcm Qualifier s‘.I' o i e
No SVOCs were detected in soil uﬂcﬁm‘lﬁnumﬂ-lum
T. 1
[ TASB-01-8-10 TASB-01-22-24 [ TASBO1-2-24¥D |
w192017 @y 027192017 S Someng Lo
feet 810 .24 2.4
. R jon | Qualifs ; ser I Industrial Soil | Protection of Ground WaterRisk-based SSL.
2 4-Dimcthylphenol ma/ke 043 ] .21 u 1.0 U 16000.00 0.42000
[Naphthalene mg/kg | 116 ] pi] 160 17.00 0.00054
D-Methyinaphthalene mgfkg 43 W] 1 45 3000.00 0. 19000
"-Bi mg/kg 11 34 L) M 1 200.00 000870
mg/kg 0.79 J 0.18 [¥] 12 J- — —
me/kg 89 i 13 [ 45000.00 3. 30000
mg/kg 51 J 15 &3 1000.00 013000
mg/kg [ ] 1” 9 30000.00 5.40000
mg/kg 13 29 2 4.00 Q00057
220 I} 79 290 at ”
mg/kg p2] [¥] 6.9 32 W] 230000.00 $8.00000
mg/kg 9.7 J 35 J 31 i] - -
mg/kg 100 i 33 150 30000.00 £9.00000
mg/kg 57 J " 0 23000.00 13.00000
mgfhg 13 > 45 7] I [¥] 290 0.00420
mg/kg 2 3 i [¥] 17 [¥] 290.00 120000
mg/kg &2 28 18 1 2.90 0.04100
mg/kg 29 avi is 29.00 040000
mg/kg 34 L1 81 0.29 000400
ma/kg %] [¥] a7 LJ 097 [} 2. 0.1 3006
mg/kg 0.62 W] 0.14 [ 13 ] — -
mg/ke 1.1 1] 021 1] 0.57 W] 25000.00 [XEET
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Analvtical Data Summary for Soil Samples
TASE-03

Location
D TASB3-12-14 TASB-03-28-30 TASB-03-39-40
ST @ T PR B b
(feet) 12-14 2530 3940
Analyte Units |Concentration | Qualifier | Concentration | Qualifier |Concentration | Qualifier | Industrial Soil | Protection of Ground WaterRisk-based SSL
{mg/kg)
mg/kg 1 . 45 028 17.00 000054
2 61 o 28 0.024 3000.00 019000
{it,1"-Biphenyl mg/kg 16 * 4y 0.005 200.00 000870
Acenaphthylene mg/kg 0.14 . 0.25 L 021 1] - -
Acenaphth mg/kg a3 * 3¢ 021 u 45000.00 330000
[IDibenzofi mg/kg 6t 9 2 0.21 1] 1000.00 015000
[[Fluorene ma/kg 83 . 2 021 u 30000.00 540000
| mefkg 8’ L LJ 0019 4.00 0.000057
ma/kg 7 . 150 0.095 W] - -
ma/kg 39 . 14 I 021 U 230000.00 55.00000
“arbazole 3‘ 0.29 * 33 J- 04 LUJ -~ -
th " 15 . 67 0.052 [¥] 30000.00 £9.00000
F mg/kg 78 ¥ 36 0.033 [¥] 23000.00 13.00000
th mghg | 23 . 83 X 40055 290 0.00420
[[Cheysene mg/kg 18 * 7 I 0.21 u 290.00 130000
[[Benzob) fluoranthene mg/kg 0% ¢ 19 0.0024 290 0.04100
k mg/kg 032 1é 0.0011 5] 29.00 040000
a mg/ke | .53 27 0.0012 [¥] 629 000400
1,2 3-cd)pyrene mg/kg 011 & L2 L) 0.21 u 2.90 .1 3000
. mehs [ 00w : [T) U o2 U 2 &
OTE:
Only analytes detected in at least one sample are presented.
All concentrations are reported in units of mg/kg,
All samples were analyzed for SVOCs by a EPA Region 6 CLP Laboratory using CLP OLMO04.2,
Bold, italicized Entry indicates an exceedance of an EPA RSL, RSI lughhighted red has been excecded.
- No MCL and/or EPA RSL available
- Low buased. Actual concentration may be higher than the concentration reported.
* Result not ded for use b of d QAJQC perfc nfenor to that from other analysis.
cLp Contracy Laborstory Program
EPA U.S, Environmental Protection Agency
FD Field Duplicate
J Estimated Value,
K The reported value may be biased hugh; the actual value is not expected 1o less than the reported value.
£ R d 15 below d Tt
me/Kg Mulligrams per kilogram
RSL EPA Regional Screening Level for tap water (EPA, May 2014)
svoc S latile organic compound
U Not at tation unit




Figure F-1: Monitoring Wells and Soil Borings Installed in 2017
(Source: 2017 Optimization Investigation Report)

IS % 1
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v.‘ New Bore and Well Locations
\ ﬁ @ Plume - SAND-1 Cluster Monitoring Well
RCRA Upgradient - SAND-1 Shallow Well
RCRA Downgradient - SAND-1 Shaliow Well
Sentinel - SAND-1 Shallow Well

uum S Ty, Conroe Creosoting Company
17 , Superfund Site

Figure 3|
Conroe, Montgomery County, Texas Monitoring Wells and Soil Borings |
Mool A o 4 TR Installed February and March 2017 |




Figure F-2: Time-Concentration Plots - MW-11A
(Source: 2017 Optimization Investigation Report)

MW-11A Naphthalene Trend Data

6000.0 AX
5000.0
4000.0 ‘ \‘*‘""""’_,7‘- """""" \~~

.
"~

3000.0 //__.f"’ \V4 V‘
2000.0 g =
1000.0
0.0
$ o > A
& 4’? > N N
= e‘*?boé S o °”o‘”&‘o"‘&o¢“s s \&@
smege== Naphthalene ---—----- Trend Line (Naphthalene)

MW-11A PCP Trend Data

120.0 ‘
100.0

s00 /\
60.0
40.0

p i - ;
b $ O »
LS IF G SS IS S

el PCP --------- Trend Line (PCP)

F-7



Figure F-3: Time-Concentration Plots — MW-10A/MW-16A*
(Source: 2017 Optimization Investigation Report)

MW-10A/MW-16A Naphthalene
Trend Data

10.0

8.0

6.0

4.0

2.0
0.0

wmmm== Naphthalene ----- Trend Line (Naphthalene)

‘)
T o e

MW-10A/MW-16A PCP Trend Data

120.0

100.0 A
80.0

60.0 I \

100 [\

. o

wf—PCP = ===-- Trend Line (PCP)

9‘) \Q >Q
& anpb ¥ "@@ *"”oé& o"“&‘o"’\x&d)“ @@0

.(\

4 MW-16A is a replacement well for MW-10A.
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Figure F-4: Time-Concentration Plots —- MW-10B/MW-16B°
(Source: 2017 Optimization Investigation Report)

MW-10B/MW-16B/MW-16B-R
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5> MW-16B-R is a replacement well for MW-16B, which was a replacement well for MW-10B.
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APPENDIX G - SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

1. SITE INFORMATION

Site Name: Conroe Creosoting Company Date of Inspection: October 19, 2017
Location and Region: Conroe, Texas; Region 6 EPA ID: TXD008091951
Agency, Office or Company Leading the Five-Year .
Review: EPA Region 6 Weatherfremperatu:je. 80 degrees F, sunny
Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)

[X] Landfill cover/containment [X] Monitored natural attenuation

[] Access controls [[] Groundwater containment

X Institutional controls [] Vertical barrier walls

[J Groundwater pump and treatment
L] Surface water collection and treatment
[] Other:

Attachments:  [X] Inspection team roster attached [] site map attached

II. INTERVIEWS (check all that apply)

1. O&M Site Manager

Name Title - . Date
Interviewed [] atsite [] at office [] by phone Phone:
Problems, suggestions [_] Report attached:

2. O&M Staff , : ,
Name ) Title R Date
Interviewed [] atsite [ ] at office [] by phone Phone: '
Problems/suggestions [_] Report attached:

3. Local Regulatory Authorities and Response Agencies (i.., state and tribal offices, emergency
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office,
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices). Fill in all that apply.

Agency TCEQ | .
Contact Dee McCalley Project Manager - 01/19/2018 .
Name Title Date Phone No.

~ Problems/suggestions [X] Report attached: Interview form included in Appendix E

Agency
Contact

‘Name : _ Title Date Phone No.
Problems/suggestions [_] Report attached: :

4. Other Interviews (optional) [X] Report attached: Interview form for property owner representative
included in Appendix E -
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II1. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS VERIFIED (check all that apply)

O&M Documents 5 o
Xl O&M manual (X Readily available X Up to date ONa

X As-built drawings X Readily available ] Up to date OONa

X] Maintenance logs [l Readily available O Up to date O N/A
Remarks: ’

Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan ‘ [X] Readily available [ Uptodate [IN/A

[] Contingency plan/emergency response plan  [] Readily available .[JUptodate PDJIN/A

‘ Remarks: _ 7
O&M and OSHA Training Records BJ Readily available [ JUpto datel OwNa
Remarks: - ' ' |
Permits and Service Agreements . :
[ Air discharge permit [] Readily available [OUptodate RXIN/A
(] Effluent discharge : |:| Readily available [JUptodate [X]N/A
[] Waste disposal, POTW [] Readily available  [JUptodate [XIN/A
(O other permits: O Readily available [JUptodate- DIN/A
Remarks:
Gas Generation Records , ‘ [ Readily available [JUptodate [JIN/A
Remarks: = ' h
Settlement Monument Records - [ Readily available [JUptodate [XIN/A
Remarks: )
Groundwater Monitoring Records | [X] Readily available [JUptodate []N/A
Remarks: ’ ' '
Leachate Extraction Records [X] Readily available [JUptodate [JN/A
Remarks: '
Discharge Compliance Records
[ Air (] Readily available [ Up to date XNA
[] Water (effluent) ] Readily available [ Up to date ' X N/A
Remarks: ' | ' ‘
Daily Access/Security Logs - [ Readily available [JUptodate [IN/A

Remarks: The RCRA vault is surrounded by a fence with a locked gate.




IV. O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization
[] state in-house , [ Contractor for state (RCRA vault only) N
[] PRP in-house 7] Contractor for PRP '
| Federal facility in-house : [ Contractor for Federal facility

[X] EPA RAC II contractor (LTRA groundwater monitoring activities)

2. O&M Cost Records i

X Readily available : (X Up to date

[] Funding mechanism/agreement in place [] Unavailable

Original O&M cost estimate: [] Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From: . To: : [] Breakdown attached
Date Date _ Total cost

From: " To: o . [[] Breakdown attached ,
Date - Date Total cost ' s

From: ‘ ’ To: - o [] Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost -

From: To: ___ . [] Breakdown attached
Date Date - Total cost ) ‘

From: : To: » . - . [ Breakdown attached
Date Date ' Total cost .

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs during Review Period

Describe costs and reasons:

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS [X] Applicable [JN/A =

A. Fencing

1. Fencing Damaged [] Location shown on site map  [X] Gates secured [ N/A
Remarks: The RCRA vault is surrounded by a fence with a locked gate.

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. Signs and Other Security Measures [] Location shown onsite map  [] N/A

Remarks: "No trespassing” signs are posted on the fence.
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C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1. Implementation and Enforcement , ' B
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented . "[OYes X No[INA
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced - [OYes X No [JNA

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by): during O&M and groundwater sampling events

Frequency: semi-annual

Responsible party/agency: TCEQ contractor (RCRA vault); EPA Remedial Action Contract (RAC) II
contractor (monitoring well network) :

Contact Gary Baumgarten ) EPA RPM , . 214-665-6749
Name Title Date Phoneno.
Reporting is up to date . o K Yes [INo Nnva
Reports are verified by the lead agency MyYes [ONo. [ONA
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have beenmet  [X] Yes [] No ONa

Violations have been reported ‘ [dYes [XNo COwa

. Other problems of éuggesﬁons: ] Report attached .1

2. Adequaéy X ICs are adequate 'O ICs are inadequate ONA
Remarks: ___ '

D. General

1.  Vandalism/Trespassing [] Location shown onsitemap  [X] No vandalism evident

_ Remarks: C

2. Land Use Changes On Site : COON/A 7
Remarks: None. An industrial park is planned. A roadway through the Site is also under development.

3. Land Use Changes Off Site CONA
Remarks: None. : . )

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads X Applicable [JN/A

1. Roads Damaged [ Location shown on site map [X] Roads adequate ONA
Remarks:

B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks: An industrial park is being developed at the Site.

VIL. LANDFILL COVERS X Applicable [JN/A -
A. Landfill Surface
1. Settlement (low spots) [J Location shown on site map B4 Settlement not evident
Areaextent: = _ o ‘ ‘ ~ Depth:
Remarks: __ | a

2. Cracks [] Location shown on site map X Cracking not evident
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Lengths: . Widths: : ' Depths: _ N

Remarks:

3. Erosion C [1 Location shown on site map E Erosion not evident
Areaextent: - o Depth: l ,
Remarks: _. o h A o

4, Holes [] Location shown on:site map [X] Holes not evident
Areaextent: ' Depth: __ ) '
Remarks: o

5. Vegetative Cover X Grass ' D4 Cover properly established
B4 No signs of stress [] Trees/shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)

Remarks: 7 ‘ ' :

6. Alternative Cover (e.g., armored rock, concreté) o X NA
Remarks: _ ’

7. Bulges . [0 Location shown on site ma;; [ Bulges not evident
Areaextent: _ o ' Height: _ .
Remarks: _ =~ |

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage  [X] Wet areas/water damage not evident
D Wet méas [] Location shown on sité map  Areaextent: .

[] Ponding . [ Location shown on site map ~ Area extent:
[ Seeps ' l:l Location shov‘rn.on site map Areaextent:
[ Soft subgrade. ) " [ Location shown on site map ~ Area extent: _____
Remarks: h '
9. Slope Instability [ slides , _ [] Location shown on site map

[X] No evidence of slope instability
Area extent: ‘

Remarks:

B. Benches X Applicable [JN/A

(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slopé to interrupt the slope in
order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined channel.)

1. Flows Bypass Bench [ Location shown on site map [ N/A or okay
" Remarks: - - T : -
2. Bench Breached [J Location shown on site map I N/A or 6kay
Refna:ks: o ‘ , :
3. Bench Overtopped [C] Location shown on sitemap =~ [X] N/A or bkay
Remarks: |
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C. Letdown Channels X Applicable []N/A

(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags or gabions that descend down the steep side
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill

cover without creating erosion gullies.)

1. Settlement (de spots) [] Location shown on site map [ No evidence of settlement
Areaextent: Depth: _____ ‘
Remarks:

2. Material Degradation [ Location shown on site map X] No evidence of degradation
Material type:_ Areaextent; ¢
Remarks:

3. Erosion [] Location shown on site map X No evidence of erosion
Area extent: Depth: __

.Remarks: '

4. Undercutting [ Location shown on site map X No evidence of undercutting
Areaextent: Depth: __

Remarks:

5. Obstructions Type: X No obstructions
[] Location shown on site map Areaextent:

Size:
Remark$: _
6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type: -
[X] No evidence of excessive growth
[X] Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
[[] Location shown on site map Areaextent: ____
1+ Remarks:
D. Cover Penetrations [J Applicable [X] N/A

1. Gas Vents ] Active [ Passive
[ Properly secured/locked [ ] Functioning -[] Routinely sampled  [] Good condition
[] Evidence of leakage at penetration [] Needs maintenance ~ [X] N/A
Remarks: '

2. Gas Monitoring Probes
[ Properly secured/locked [ ] Functioning [ ] Routinely sampled [ ] Good condition
[] Evidence of leakage at penetration [] Needs maintenance [XIN/A - -
Remarks: ) o

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)

[] Properly secured/locked [ ] Functioning [ ] Routinely sampled E] Good condition
[] Evidence of leakage at penetration [] Needs maintenance  [X] N/A
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Remarks:

4. Extraction Wells
[] Properly secured/locked D Functioning  [] Routinely sampled. [J Good condition
[] Evidence of leakage at penetration ' [] Needs maintenance  [X] N/A
Remarks: _ .

5. Settlement Monuments [] Located [J Routinely surveyed [XI N/A

Remarks:

E. Gas Collection and Treatment

[J Applicable [XIN/A

1. Gas Treatment Facilities
[ Flaring [] Thermat destruction ] Collection for reuse
(] Good condition (] Needs maintenance -
Remarks:
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
[ Good condition [[] Needs maintenance
Remarks:
3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of édjacent homes or buildings) .

[] Good condition - [[] Needs maintenance OwNa
Remarks: _ ‘ '
F. Cover Drainage Layer [ Applicable [KIN/A
1. Outlet Pipes Inspected [J Functioning O N/Av
Remarks: '
2. Outlet Rock Inspected [] Functioning ONaA
Remarks: _ 4
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds [J Applicable X NA A
1. Siltation Areaextent: Depth: _ Owa
[] siltation not evident ‘
Remarks: ~
2, Erosion Areaextent: ___ Depth:
] Erosion not evident v -
Remarks: __ .
3. OutletWorks  [] Functioning ONA
Remarks: ,
4. Dam ' [] Functioning COwa
Remarks: _
H. Retaining Walls [[] Applicable [ N/A

1.

Deformations

[J Location shown on site map

[ Deformation not evident
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Horizontal displacement: _ Vertical displacement:

Rotational displacement:

r
' Remarks:
2. Degfadation [] Location shown 0;1 site map I:I_Degradation not evident
Remarks: ______
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge X Applicable [ N/A
1.  Siltation [ Location shown on site map B4 siltation not evident
| Areaextent: - . ) Depth: _
Remarks: ,
2. Vegetative Growth [J Location shown on site map RN
[X] Vegetation does not impede flow ;
Area extent: _____ ' | : Type: ____ -
Remarks:
3. Erosion ‘ [] Location shown on site map - [X] Erosion not evident
. Area extent: _ ,' Depth:'_
Remarks: . ' ' |
4,  Discharge Structure X Functioning . OwNa
Remarks: The RCRA vault cap is designed to allow surface runoff to flow off the cap by the letdown
structures, and then flow across to adjacent portions of the property surface surrounding the vault. No
signs of ponding/erosion were noted with the discharge structure.
VII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS [ Applicable X N/A
1. Settlement _ [J Location shown on site.map [] Settlement not evident
Area extent: ____ ’ B Depth: _ =~ .
Remarks: l ’
2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring: _

(] Performance not monitored )
Frequency: ' ] Evidence of breaching
Head differential:

Remarks:

IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES [X] Applicable [] N/A

"A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps and Pipelines ] Applicable [XIN/A

1.

Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing and Electrical

" [ Good condition [ All required wells properly operating [ ] Needs maintenance [ ] N/A

Remarks:

Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances
] Good condition ~ [] Needs maintenance

Remarks:




Spare Parts and Equipment
[] Readily available [] Good condition [ Requires upgrade [[] Needs to be provided
Remarks: '

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps and Pipelines [ Applicable [XIN/A

1.

Collection Structures, Pumps and Electrical
l:] Good condition [] Needs maintenance

Remarks:

Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances

.[[] Good condition [[] Needs maintenance

Remarks:

Spare Parts and Equipment
[] Readily available [ ] Good condition ] Requires upgrade [(] Needs to be provided

Remarks: 3

C. Treatment System [ Applicable [X] N/A

1.

Treatment Train (check components that apply)

[ Metals removal [ Oil/water separation [ Bioremediation’
[ Air stripping [ Carbon adsorbers '
O Filters: ' ' ' _

[ Additive (e.g., chelation agent, ﬂo;:culént): - \. -

[ Others: .

] Good condition [[] Needs maintenance .

[] Sampling ports properly marked and functional

d Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date

[J Equipment properly identified

] Quantity of groundwater treated Emnually: -

[ Quantity of surface water treated annually: __

Remarks:

Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
CONA . ] Good condition [[] Needs maintenance

Remarks:

Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels ' .
ONa [] Good condition [] Proper secondary containment [[] Needs maintenance

Remarks:

Discharge Structure and Appurtenances .
ONa ; [[] Good condition [] Needs maintenance

Remarks:
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5. Treatment Building(s) .
O N/A [J Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) - [[] Needs repair
[] Chemicals and equipment properly stored ‘
Remarks:

6.  Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)
[ Properly secured/locked [ ] Functioning  [] Routinely sampled  [] Good condition
[C] All required wells located [ ] Needs maintenance CINA
Remarks: '

D. Monitoring Data

1.  Monitoring Data ‘
[[] 1s routinely submitted on time B 1s of acceptable quality

2.  Monitoring Data Suggests:

B Groundwater plume is effectively contained X Contaminant concentrations are declining
E. Monitored Natural Attenuation X Applicable CIN/A
1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
[ Properly secured/locked X Functioning  [<] Routinely sampled  [X] Good condition
B All required wells located [[] Needs maintenance COwa

Remarks: Several of the well monuments used to protect/secure the wells were observed to contai

locks, but the locks had not been re-secured since the previous groundwater monitoring event, which
!o:un'ed in January 2013. Closer inspection of these wells indicated the well caps were still secure, with
no indication of tampering or v_andalism.l

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site and not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing the physical
nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil vapor extraction.

XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A. Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is designed to accomplish (e.g., to contain contaminant
plume, minimize infiltration and gas emissions).

[The remedy includes MNA for groundwater contamination, no further action for on-site soils and off-site
sediments, long-term O&M for the RCRA vault, and institutional controls to restrict site use and maintain
the integrity of the remedy. The remedy is effective and functioning as designed. Groundwater
contamination is limited in extent and remains within the site boundary. Overall, COC concentrations i
‘groundwater are decreasing. Institutional controls are in place. An old on-site production supply well
should be abandoned| :

B. Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In -
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

The LTRA groundwater monitoring schedule is currently adequate. TCEQ plans to sample the new RCRA
monitoring wells in fiscal year 2018. TCEQ should update the landfill O&M plan to address the

groundwater monitoring.

C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectlveness of the remedy may be compromised
in the future.

None at this time.

D. Opportunities for Optimization




Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.
None at this time. EPA recently completed an Optimization Investlgatlon in June 2017. No further
optimization activities were recommended.

Site Inspection Participants: -
Gary Baumgarten, EPA

Dee McCalley, TCEQ

Matt Marquis, property manager
Ryan Burdge, Skeo

Kelly MacDonald, Skeo



APPENDIX H - REMOVAL ACTION AND SITE INSPECTION PHOTOS

BEFORE — Removal Action Photos

Construction of the RCRA vault
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AFTER — Site Inspection Photos: October 2017

View of the Site, facing north

View of the Site and access road, fcing northeast
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Monitring well MW-8B
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Monitoring well MW-17A

Possible location of proposed new road across the Site, facing south
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Entry gate, fence and si for the RCRA vault area
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“No trespassing” sign on fence around the RCRA vault area
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Sampling port for leachate in the RCRA vault area
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Vegetation on top of the RCRA vault

Vegetation on top of the RCRA vault
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Stormwater drainage riprap on side of the RCRA vault area
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: Rusted lock around the RCvault’areaﬁ
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“No trespassing” sign on fence around the RCRA vault area
H-9



RCRA vault monitoring well RVMW-2



APPENDIX I - VAPOR INTRUSION SCREENING-LEVEL RISK EVALUATION

Table I-1: VISL Screening Evaluation, MW-11A

Exposure Scenario
Averaging time for carcinogens

ang time for non-c 9 (yrs)
Exposure durabon (yrs)
Exposure frequency (dayshr)
Exposure tme (hriday)
@ Seneric Attenuation Factors:
Source Medium of Vapors

Groundwater (-)
Sub-Slab and Extenor Soil Gas (-)

(3 Eormuias

Qa, target = MIN( Qac. Cia,nc)

Qac (ugm3) = TCR x ATc x (365 dayshyr) x (24 hrs/day) / (ED x EF x ET x IUR
Qanc (ug/m3) = THQ x ATnc x (365 dayshr) x (24 hrs/day) x RIC x (1000 ug/mg) / (ED x EF x ET,

@ Speclal Case Chemicals

Trichloroethylene
Mutagenic Chemicals The
Note This secton apphes to and other o

chemicals, but not to vinyl chionds

Mutagenic-mode-of-action (MMOA) adjustment factor 25 Thisfactorisused mthe for

Vinyl Chlonde See the Navigaion Guids equation for Qia.c for vinyl chlonde

Notation:
| = IRIS EPA Integrated Risk Informaton System (IRIS) Avadable online & 0 Mewsw 00 ovins/aistinde  hemt
P = PPRTV. EPA Provisional Peer Reviewed Toxcity Vaues (FPRTVS). Avarlable onkne at http /Mhportv oml govigprty shimi
A = Agency tor Toxxc Substances and Disease Registry (ATSOR) Minimum Risk Levels (MRLs) Available onkne at
CA = Cail Ei P Agency/Office of Environmental Health Hazard onlne at
H = HEAST. EPA {eath Effects Tebles (HEAST) dtabase Avalable onine at
S = See RSL User Guide, Section §
X=PPRTV

Appendo
Mut = Chemical acts accordng 1o the mutagenic-mode- of-action, special exposure parameters apgly (see footnote (4) above)
VC = Special exposure equation for vinyl chlonde apphes (see Navigation Guide for equation)
TCE = Special mutagenic and non-mutagenic IUR for trichloroethylene apply (see footnote (4) above)
Yellow highbghting indicates ste-specific parameters that bé edted by the user

 highiig dicates:
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